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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Mx. Justice Currry has announced that he will rise for the 
Easter Vacation on Saturday next, and we believe that Mr. Justice 
Prarson does not intend to sit after that day. 





Tux Arreat from the decision of Judge Epp1s in the Middlesex 
Registry case (Munton and another v. Lord Truro, ante, p. 272) 
was heard before a divisional court, composed of Maruew and 
A. L. Surrn, JJ., on the 8th and 13th inst., when judgment was 
reserved. 





Mr. O’Hea’s Bill for the abolition of the Certificate Duty came 
on for second reading in the House of Commons on Wednesday 
last, but the debate was adjourned until after the Budget state- 
ment, on the motion of Mr. H. H. Fowzer, who said that the Bill 
“seriously affected the revenue.” 





TowARDs THE CLOsE of Monday afternoon’s sitting of the Court of 
Appeal No. 2, the learned judges, after enduring for some time a 
most vile and poisonous odour, were at last driven from the bench 
half-an-hour before their usual time for rising. Determined to 
investigate the matter for themselves, they descended to the regions 
below the court, and discovered the source of the evil in a latrine 
through which sewer gas was being blown, almost unchecked, into 
the court above. Verily the life of a judge in the new courts is 
beset with peril. 





We Take the earliest opportunity of expressing satisfaction that 
our observations on the subjects discussed at recent London 
meetings of the Incorporated Law Society have not been without 
result. The bill of fare for the meeting on the 30th inst. contains 
an extraordinarily large number of new dishes, and an extra- 
ordinarily small number of those réchauffés, of ancient and rank 
flavour, to which we have become accustomed on these occa- 
sions. We are pervaded with a hope that the few venerable 
relics which appear in the menu (no doubt by way of protest) may 
not, after all, be produced to the meeting. 





Mr. Jusricr Kay, some time ago (anfe, p. 111), made an order 
striking off the roll a solicitor, and at the same time directing an 
account to be taken of what was due from him to his client, and 
directing him to pay the amount found due within a month after 
the date of the chief clerk’s certificate. We report, elsewhere, a 
motion to attach the ex-solicitor for non-payment of the amount, 
upon which it was argued before Mr. Justice Kay that, the solicitor 
having been struck off the roll, the court had no longer any juris- 
diction over him as a solicitor, and that the sum due by him was a 
mere debt. Mr. Justice Kay, however, held that he had jurisdic- 
tion to make the order for attachment, but directed that the writ 
should not issue until after an appeal from his former order had 
been decided. Notice of appeal from the second order was also 
given, and the two appeals came on together before the Court of 
Appeal on Thursday last. The court affirmed both the orders. 





Some conrroversy has arisen upon the question whether and 


how far Mr. Guansronz’s Bill repeals the Act of Union with 





Ireland (39 & 40 Geo. 3, c. 67). The preamble of that Act 
recites eight “articles of union,” and the Ist section ratifies and 
confirms ‘‘each and every one of them,” and enacts that “‘ they 
shall be in force and have effect for ever.”” The third article is to 
the effect ‘‘ that the United Kingdom be represented in one and 
the same Parliament, to be styled the Parliament of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland.” In so far as the Bill 
proposes separate representation in a separate Parliament, it is 
plain that it involves the repeal of this third article. The fifth 
article, which provided for the union of the churches of England 
and Ireland into one Protestant Episcopal Church, the continu- 
ance and preservation of which was ‘‘to be deemed and taken to 
be an essential and fundamental part of the union,” was repealed 
by the Irish Church Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 42), but with 
the careful saving by section 71 that nothing in that Act con- 


| tained should affect the Act of Union or anything done thereby 


‘‘except in so far as related to the union of the churches of 
England and Ireland, and except as expressly thereinbefore pro- 
vided,” the reference being to section 2 of the Act, which provided 
that the union created by Act of Parliament between the churches 
of England and Ireland should be dissolved. 





In piscusstnc Mrs. Buncn’s controversy with the Great Western 
Railway Co., with reference to the less of her bag (ante, p. 89), 
we ventured to express a strong opinion that, on the true view of 
the facts, the faithless porter in whose charge the bag was left 
ought to be considered to have “held it for the purposes of 
transit,” and not, as Day, J., considered, ‘‘as a warehouseman on 
his own account.” The Court of Appeal (Lores, L.J., dissenting) 
on Tuesday last affirmed our view, and reversed the decision of 
the Divisional Court. The learned Master of the Rolls said that 
“‘ the bag was in the possession of the company for the purpose of 
transit, and the transit was proceeding all the time” ; and in his 
judgment he laid down at some length the principles which should 
govern these cases. ‘‘If a passenger,” he said, “left his luggage 
with the porter in order to go and take his ticket, and had to wait 
for some time, the luggage would still be on its transit, as it was 
not intended to suspend the journey.” The decision in the 
present case shew8 that the absence of the passenger from his 
luggage need not be for the sole purpose of taking his ticket, 
for Mrs. Buncu, after placing her bag in the care of the perfidious 
porter, went to meet her husband, who had already got her ticket. 
The question seems to be, not for what purpose was the passenger 
absent, but was the luggage given to the porter for the pur- 
pose of suspending the journey, or of commencing or continuing 
the journey? That seems to afford a sensible and convenient 
test to be anplied to the facts in each of these cases. 





THE CORRESPONDENCE in our columns as to the effect of 
the Apportionment Act, 1870, upon the practice of not appor- 
tioning dividends on a change of investment, will, no doubt, have 
surprised many of our readers. The general impression is that the 
rule laid down by Vice-Chancellor Krxprrstry in Scholefield v. 
Redfern (11 W. R. 458) is unaffected by the Apportionment Act, 
1870, and that, therefore, after a purchase of stock between two 
dividend days, a tenant for life is entitled to the whole dividend 
declared subsequent to the purchase. We believe - that this 
view is acted on in the Chancery Chambers, and in the last 
edition of Lewir on Trusts (p. 323) Scholefield v. Redfern is still 
cited as an authority for the converse proposition that, ‘if the sale 
of the stock be made on an intermediate day between two dividends, 
although the price may be enhanced by the near approach of the 
dividend, it is not the practice to BY. to the tenant for life the 
estimated amount of the current dividend out of the proceeds.” 
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So far as the general practice goes, our correspondents, ‘‘ Account- 
ants and Trustees,” and their legal advisers, are no doubt right. 
But the question is whether the practice is correct. Our esteemed 
correspondent, ‘A Lawyer-Trustee,” pointed out in our columns 
some time ago that the Apportionment Act, 1870, was stated in its 
preamble to be passed for the remedy of ali the “‘mischiefs and 
inconveniences” not remedied by the prior Apportionment Acts, 
aud that its provision that ‘all dividends and other periodical pay- 
ments in the nature of income shall, like interest on money lent, be 
considered as accruing from day to day, and shall be apportionable 
in respect of time accordingly,” is peculiarly applicable to the 
apportionment of dividends on a change of investment. He has 

shewn, we think conclusively, that the recent case of Re 
Clarke, Barker vy. Perowne (29 W. R. 730, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 160), 
cannot be cited as an authority against his view; it having been 
decided entirely upon the construction of the will, which was held 
to give all the benefit and income of the investment to the tenant 
for life. He adds that the learned judge who decided that 
case subsequently stated that he intended to decide merely on 
the construction of the will, and not at all as to the con- 
struction of the Apportionment Act. No slight deference is 
due to the opinion of our correspondent, but there is one 
point as to which we are not fully satisfied—viz., Does it follow 
that, because every periodical payment in the nature of income is 
now apportionable, the rule laid down in Scholefield v. Redfern 
must be altered? The ground of decision in that case was the 
extreme inconvenience which would result from the apportionment 
of dividends on every change of investment, and if the close of Vice- 
Chancellor Krxprrstey’s judgment is looked at (11 W. R., at p. 
455) there will be found the following significant sentence :—‘“‘ It 
was said, putting aside the case of stock, it [i.e., the proposed 
apportionment on changes of investment] might be applicable to 
property yielding income de die in diem, such as debentures, &c., 
but it had never been the practice, and his Honour would not 
introduce it, but adhere to the old practice.” 





WE RECENTLY REPORTED a case of The North Central Waggon 
Co. v. The Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway 
Co. (ante, p. 337), the decision in which, although upon 
the report the transaction did not appear to be a simple case 
of a hiring agreement, seemed to infringe to some extent the 
well-established doctrine that agreements under the ordinary 
hire and sale system are not within the operation of the Bills 
of Sale Acts (Ex parte Orawcour, Re Robertson, 26 W. R. 
7338, L. R. 9 Ch. D. 419). We have been favoured with a copy of 
the shorthand notes of the judgment of Vice-Chancellor Bacon, 
from which it appears that, although the transaction between the 
plaintiffs and defendants, as set forth in the statement of claim, 
was a mere hiring agreement of waggons by a colliery company from 
the plaintiffs, the real transaction was an advance by the plaintiffs 
(1) of a sum required to pay off the amount due by the colliery 
company to another waggon company in respect of the waggons in 
question ; and (2) of a further sum to the colliery company; the 
so-called hiring agreement being a mere security for this advance. 
The view taken by the learned judge will be seen by the following 
extract from his judgment :—‘‘The transaction, was in its very 
beginning, a contract for a loan to be secured—a loan providing for 
the repayment of the money in the manner then stipulated for and 
afterwards more distinctly expressed, and so the agreement—the 
lease of these things—was carried into effect. If there had been 
only that agreement, and if there had been nothing before the court 
but that agreement, then it would perhaps have fallen within the 
principle which regulates contracts that have become very common 
nowadays—namely, contracts for the sale or hire of furniture in a 
house, where the stipulation is that you shall pay a certain sum by 
instalments, and, if you pay all the instalments, then the goods, 
which are at present let to you, shall be yours out and out. That 
ts not this case at all, or anything like it. That is no bill of sale; 
that is assailable under none of the principles of the Bills of Sale 
Acts. But here the plaintiffs contracted to lend money upon the 
security of chattels, providing for the repayment of that sum of 
money and the interest that should accrue due upon it. That is as 
clearly, in my opinion, within the provisions of the Bills of Sale 
Acts as any transaction that. can be stated or suggested.” 





Mr. Suretey has called the attention of the Home Secretary to 
the fact that the Sunday Observance Act of Charles the Second 
(29 Car. 2, c. 7) is frequently infringed by butchers at the East 
end of London, and has inquired what steps the Government are 
prepared to take to enforce the law. Mr. Cuimorns has returned 
the answer that the Government intend to do nothing, and added 
that the Act of Charles the Second and the Sunday Observance 
Prosecutions Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 87), are the only enact- 
ments which enable a prosecution to be instituted. This does not 
appear to be quite a correct statement of the law. The Act of 
1871 restricts prosecutions for any offences under the Act of 
Charles the Second only, “or for the recovery of any forfeiture or 
penalty for any such offence.” But the still unrepealed Act of 
Charles the First (3 Car. 1, c. 2) appears to be quite unaffected by 
the Act of 1871, and is specially directed against carriers, waggon- 
men, and butchers, whereas the Act of Charles the Second is 
framed generally, and forbids ‘‘ tradesmen, artificers, workmen, 
labourers, and other persons whatsoever to” exercise their ordinary 
callings upon the Lord’s-day. By 3 Car. 1, c. 2, it is enacted 
that, if any butcher by himself, or by any other for him by his 
privity or consent, shall kill or sell any victual” on Sunday, 
‘then every such butcher shall forfeit and lose for every such 
offence the sum of six shillings and eight pence,”’ to be recover- 
able before justices, and employed for the use of the poor of the 
parishes where the offence shall be committed. Under this Act, 
therefore, a prosecution can still be instituted, notwithstanding 
the restrictions of the Act of 1871. 








THE BAR COMMITTEE ON LAND 
TRANSFER. 
II. 


Tue third is the most interesting part of the report. It dis- 
cusses ‘‘ Schemes and prospects of remedial legislation” with a 
vigour and terseness rarely to be found in legal publications. The 
report distinguishes between (1) the safety of purchasers on abso- 
lute sales; (2) the safety of mortgagees so far as regards the good- 
ness of their title ; (3) losses which may be incurred by mortgagees, 
notwithstanding the goodness of their title, through the operation 
of the equitable doctrines of tacking and consolidation of mort- 
es. 

The Committee are of opinion that, as regards the safety of 
purchasers upon absolute sales, the existing system of conveyancing 
approaches as nearly to perfection as any system which ever has 
existed in any country. They say, ‘‘Two of the principal pre- 
cautions against the fraudulent registration of titles consist in 
affidavits made by applicants and official inquiries made on the 
spot,”’ and that “the adequacy of these precautions depends upon 
the trustworthiness of the persons by whom these inquiries are 
conducted,” so that possibly, unless each official is suspicione major, 
a new mine of fraud would be opened which is not at all likely to 
be left unworked. It should, however, be observed that in schemes 
for registration of title, such as Sir H. Davey’s, where the regis- 
tered title is expressly made liable to the rights of persons in pos~ 
session, the inquiries on the spot will be made by the purchaser 
himself, not by an official, and that, therefore, fraud of this nature 
cannot occur. The discussion of frauds committed by forgery 
either on sales or mortgages by forged or suppressed deeds is 
perhaps the least satisfactory part of the report, as it is somewhat 
meagre: see, as to forgery, ante, p. 268. 

The discussion of the scheme of Mr. W. Barber, Q.C., for regis- 
tration of mortgages, which the Committee say ‘‘ appears to offer 
to mortgagees complete security so far as that can be attained by 
publicity,” and of the effects of tacking and consolidgtion, deserves 
careful study ; the explanation of tacking and consolidation is at 
once so lucid and so concise that it might with advantage be read 
by a student preparing for an examination. Few people, perhaps, 
are aware that the abolition of tacking would hinder mortgagees 
from making further advances, and bankers from allowing over- 
drafts upon a general mortgage to secure the balance of an account 
current, and, under any system of registration of deeds where regis- 
tration is notice to all the world, would oblige them to search the 


register anew before each advance or draft was allowed. The 








eer & I} 


ese oN 6.68 SD SO eo aw ctl CS 


eS se ee 





SS 
a 


cee uw OP @ 


—_— —_ a = —w Gs 





April 17, 1886. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 397 








Committee might with advantage have pointed out other objections 
to the abolition of tacking which are discussed in a paper by the 
late Mr. Droop (3 Jurid. Soc. Pap., p. 85). 

In discussing Registration of Titles the object of the Committee 
is not ‘‘to advocate any particular course, but only to inform the 
public and the profession.” They have no doubt ‘that, if either 
the Act of 1862 or the Act of 1875 had been made compulsory, it 
would have proved to be an intolerable public nuisance; it weuld 
have effected an almost complete obstruction to business; that it 
would have provoked a formidable burst of rage and indignation ; 
and that it would have been repealed in the very next session of 
Parliament.” The Committee are of opinion that a proposal (such 
as Sir H. Davey’s) for placing every title on the register compul- 
sorily at the next change of ownership ‘‘ will be lightly entertained 
only by those who are ignorant of the immense number of the 
dealings with land which annually occur in England ;” they esti- 
mate the annual number of transactions in Middlesex alone, in- 
cluding leases and other transactions not requiring registration, at 
about 40,000. 

The report states, with much truth, that ‘‘ in England registration 
of title has failed chiefly because people disliked the preliminary 
expense and risk of failure. These objections would be met if the 
expense could be reduced to a trifle and all risk of failure could 
be avoided,” but they add, “which conditions could hardly be 
avoided unless by registering every possessory title as indefeasible, 
with indemnity, of course, to all persons thereby damaged.” 
Surely this is incorrect; original registration without investiga- 
tion of title, as suggested by Sir H. Davey, must be cheaper than 
registration after official investigation, and if the opinion of the 
committee, that under the existing system purchasers on sales are 
practically safe, is correct, the original registration of title under 
Sir H. Davey’s scheme, which merely states the effect of the last 
conveyance under the existing system, will be safe. See the dis- 
cussion as to costs of working the several schemes, ante, p. 267. 

It is suggested that one of two courses should be adopted :— 

(1) Registration of every possessory title as. immediately in- 
defeasible, with indemnity either by the State alone or with 
the aid of an insurance fund to persons injured. It is very 
properly urged that, in case of fraud, the true owner should 
retain his land, and that compensation should be paid to the 
defrauded purchaser. 

(2) To open the way to registration of title by previously 
making the titles to, and dealings with, land, as in England, 
as simple as they are in the Australian colonies. 

The Torrens’ system in use in Australia is explained and dis- 
cussed, and reasons which appear to be conclusive are advanced 
why it would be unlikely to be successful in England. It is 
pointed out that it is improbable that settlements of land—using 
the word settlement in its most extended meaning—will be entirely 
abolished, and the conclusion is come to that the best course would 
be to allow them to be made only by way of trusts, which would 
not be placed on the register and would not interfere with the 
powers of the trustees, who would be the registered owner as 
between themselves and strangers to the trust. This proposal, 
which is, in effect, Mr. Wolstenholme’s proposal (discussed, ante, 
p- 233), would, no doubt, facilitate the registration of titles, but 
we are inclined to think that its effect in so doing is exaggerated. 
All that is wanted for entry on the register, under Sir H. Davey's 
scheme, is to enter the name of the tenant for life or other person 
having power of sale; however long the instrument creating this 
life tenancy may be, there can be no difficulty in making the 
proper entry on the register, except, indeed, where the construction 
of the instrument is doubtful, a case that may happen even in a 
deed purporting to convey the fee only. There is another objec- 
tion to causing the names of the trustees only to be placed on the 
register—namely, that so doing would repeal the most useful pro- 
vision of the Settled Land Act, which enables the tenant for life 
to deal with the property without consulting his trustees. Even if, 
under the proposed scheme, the trustees were bound to act as the 
tenant for life told them, the latter would often be hampered by a 
nervous trustee. We consider that the existing provisions in the 
Settled Land Act as to settlements by way of trust for sale require 
some modification. Possibly it might be provided that where there 
were not more than two persons constituting the tenant for life, they 
might exercise the statutory powers; and that where there were 
more than two such persons, they might, and that the trustees 





= on behalf of infants, delegate their powers to any two of 
them. 

The proposals as to settlements are (1) to restrict executory 
limitations both of real and personal property within the limit of 
a life or lives in being ; (2) to prevent the future creation of estates 
tail, either by repealing the statute de donis or otherwise ; (3) to 
enlarge every estate tail already in existence, whether vested or 
contingent, into a fee simple, as soon as any person is in existence 
who has power, without the consent of any other person, to effect 
such an enlargement under the existing law. Probably the most 
popular form of settlement, using the word in its widest meaning, 
either of realty or personalty, is where, subject to the parents’ life 
interest, the children unborn at the date of the settlement take 
as the parent appoints, and, in default, equally at twenty-one, &c. 
This is the form proposed by Mr. Shaw-Lefevre, so well known as 
a law reformer, as the ideal form of a settlement of land (see 
ante, p. 230). The first of these proposals, if adopted, would 
most seriously interfere with this useful form of settlement; ne 
reason is given in the report for wishing to make this change, 
and, so far as we are aware, there is no popular demand for it. 
We cannot help thinking that this effect of the proposal must 
have escaped the attention of the Committee (surely “bonus 
dormitat Homerus”’), and that the object of the Committee was to 
merely put a stop to the anomalous and inconvenient trusts 
occasionally found in the wills of testators who decline to follow 
the advice of their solicitors. 

We have already discussed several schemes for the abolition of 
entails (ante, p. 299, et seg.). We have only to remark that the 
repeal of the statute de donis will render it necessary to prohibit 
settlements effected by means of fee simple conditional. The 
report also proposes to create a real representative, but expresses 
a doubt whether this will facilitate the transfer of land, except 
in connection with registration of title. For reasons given ante, 
p- 301, we do not share this doubt. The reason advanced by the 
report against the proposal to turn every fee simple into an estate 
for 10,000 years—namely, that it would necessitate the re-enact- 
ment of all the rules relating to real estate which it was wished 
to preserve, is one which is entitled to considerable weight. The 
law reformer is always inadilemma. If he makes changes per 
enumerationem simplicem, the law necessarily becomes bulky. If 
he makes changes by language general in its terms, the law is 
concise ; but there is the serious risk of some change being intro- 
duced which was not intended. For instance, most real property 
lawyers believe that the only form of settlement known before 
the statute de donis was fee simple conditional, and, accordingly, 
that if, on the repeal of the statute, fee simple conditional is 
prohibited, no ancient form of settlement will be re-introduced. 
But suppose that the researches made by some antiquarian should 
succeed in unearthing some old form of settlement prohibited by 
the statute other than fee simple conditional, it might be re-intro- 
duced, quite contrary to the intention of Parliament. 

The limits within which this article are necessarily confined 
prevent us from discussing other most valuable suggestions con- 
tained in the report, the most important of which, perhaps, are 
the suggestions as to succession duty, Crown debts, official 
searches, and the placing a limit outside of which no succession 
from an intestate should be allowed. The final, and not the least 
useful, suggestion is that the statutes relating to real property 
should be consolidated and codified. The excellent manner in 
which the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, has worked—an Act 
which codifies the whole of the law, not the statute law only, 
relating to bills of exchange (see an article by Judge Chalmers in 
the current number of the Law Quarterly Review)—affords some 
reason for believing that, contrary to the opinions held by many 
law reformers, it is possible to codify the whole of the law of 
real property. It is difficult to over-estimate the convenience 
of a good code of real property law in saving part of the time 
now wasted in answering foolish objections and in explaining valid 
objections taken to titles, as it would furnish the real property 
lawyer with an —— ready to his hand for the law that he 
states, while at present he is often forced to spend some time in 
searching for authorities for law that he knows perfectly well. 

We feel certain that all who read the report will join with us 
in hoping that the Bar Committee will appoint a permanent sub- 
committee to consider and report upon schemes of law reform. 
We may safely promise that any report prepared and written with 
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the same good sense and ability as the present report will obtain 
the respectful attention of a very large circle of readers. 








THE CROWN OFFICE RULES, 1886. 


i. 


THE Judicature Acts came into operation on the Ist of November, 
1875. Notwithstanding that the very constitution of the courts and 
the arrangements for their sittings were entirely changed, criminal 
proceedings and proceedings on the Crown side of the Queen’s 
Bench Division of the High Court were excepted from the operation 
of the rules framed for giving effect to the various changes brought 
about by those Acts, leaving the matters dealt with in the Crown 
Office to adapt themselves to the altered state of circumstances 
without any positive rules to govern them. 

It was generally understood, about the year 1876, that rules had 
been approved by the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division ; but, 
however that may have been, they never were issued. So the practice 
has been permitted to proceed for more than ten years in this 
unsatisfactory manner, giving rise to frequent complaints and 
demands for fixed rules. A commencement was made by the Rules 
of the Supreme Court of April, 1880, applying to ali civil proceed- 
ings on the Crown side, as far as applicable, the orders relating to 
costs, notices, and papers, &c., time, and appeals, and directing that, 
for the purposes of such application, mandamus, prohibition, and quo 
warranto should be deemed to be civil proceedings. 

In 1883 the same mode of applying the Rules of the Supreme 
Court was continued, and the following orders were, by order 
LXVIIL., rule 2, applied, as far as they might be applicable, to all 
civil proceedings —viz., Orders XXVIII. (Amendment), XXXIV. 

Special Case), XXXVIII. (Affidavits), LII. (Motions), LVIII. 
Appeals), LXIV. (Time), LXV. (Costs), LX VI. (Notices, &e.), and 

X. (Non-compliance), with a proviso that order LVIII. (Appeals), 
should not apply to quo warranto, added probably in consequence of 
doubts having been entertained as to whether the giving of an 
appeal in quo warranto by the Rules of 1880 was not wltrd vires, the 
proceeding being a criminal one, and so excepted from appeal by 
section 47 of the Act of 1873. This, however, has since been 
remedied by section 15 of the Act of 1884, make quo warranto a civil 
proceeding. A somewhat curious anomaly is thus created, as upon 
conviction upon an information in the nature of a quo warranto a 
defendant was liable to be fined for the usurpation of a public 
franchise, although it is true that, for a great number of years, there 
is no instance of such a fine having been imposed. Still, it has 
been held that such usurpation amounts to a misdemeanour. Never- 
theless it is to be treated as a civil proceeding. In addition to the 
orders above mentioned, order LIII., part 2, was introduced, regu- 
lating the practice upon the prerogative writ of mandamus. 

These small instalments of rules for regulating the business on the 
Crown side of the Queen’s Bench Division have at length been suc- 
ceeded by a comprehensive code. The Crown Office Rules of 1886, 
which come into operation on the 28th inst., deal with a great 
variety of subjects; but so numerous are the various matters which 
from time to time arise for the consideration of the court on the 
Crown side, that even these Rules probably do not cover the whole 
field. They are, however, a great stride in the right direction, and, 
although they appear to have been framed more with a view to 
collecting and putting into workable shape the various subjects dealt 
with, than with the object of introducing any great changes, they 
will be found to supply a want which has long been seriously felt. 

The Rules are, as far as possible, arranged in logical order, and 
the plan adopted appears to be an excellent one. After providing 
for the dating of proceedings in accordance with modern notions, the 
scheme commences with affidavits, then treats of certiorari and the 
removal of indictments and other proceedings, passes on to indictments 
and informations (including quo warranto), deals with mandamus, 
orders in the nature of mandamus, prohibition, and proceeds, step 
by step, from appearance up to judgment and execution, error, and 
ap to the Court of Appeal. It then treats of various miscellaneous 
subjects—viz., habeas corpus, attachment for contempt, articles of the 
peace, and the writs de contwmace capiendo and excommunicato 
capiendo ; provides for various general matters, such as motions, 
costs, applications at chambers, &c., and concludes with an appendix 
of forms, to which is added a table of court fees to be taken in the 
Crown Office. 

The least satisfactory feature of the scheme appears to be the 
application in so many instances of certain of the R. 8. C., 1883, some 
to civil proceedings only, others to all proceedings on the Crown side. 
This is likely to give rise to considerable uncertainty, and to cause 
the titioner much unnecessary labour by compelling him to make 
a to another and perfectly distinct set of rules, possibly not 
for the moment at hand. The disadvantages of this mode of incor- 








poration are so obvious that it cannot but be regretted that the 
present rules do not provide a separate and complete procedure in 
themselves. The task of importing from the Judicature Rules such 
portions as might, for the sake of uniformity of procedure, have been 
usefully applied does not appear to present any very insuperable 
obstacles. We observe, however, that Mr. Short, in his edition of the 
rules, has done much towards remedying this inconvenience by setting 
out the applied orders in their appropriate places, and pointing out in 
what cases they are applicable. 

Another matter likely to occasion some difficulty in the application 
of the rules is the division of the proceedings in the Crown Office into 
two classes, civil and criminal. This classification was first effected 
by the operation of sections 19 and 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
the result of which was to give an appeal in civil proceedings and to 
except therefrom criminal proceedings. Such distinction was 
unknown prior to the Judicature Acts, all the proceedings having 
theretofore been considered criminal or guasi-criminal. Though doubt- 
less consonant with modern ideas and convenient for some purposes, 
it has in the new rules been carried to an extent which seems unneces- 
sarily to complicate the procedure. This is most strikingly exemplified 
in the case of affidavits, where, to all appearance, a very complete set of 
rules, mostly taken from R.8.C., 1883, Order XX XVIII., are applied to 
all the proceedings on the Crown side, and in addition thereto, order 
XXXVIII. itself is applied to all civil proceedings, thus dealing twice 
over with the same matter. The broad result, however, is that the 
practice, whether on the Crown or civil side, will be much the same, 
except as regards the title. Affidavits on the civil side are required 
in all cases to be intituled in the matter in which they are sworn, 
whereas on the Crown side they should not be intituled when used 
in any preliminary stage before there is an actual cause in court. 

In proceeding further with the examination of the rules, more 
particularly with a view to pointing out the various changes effected 
in the practice, we pass on to the writ of certiorari, by which process 
the court, in the exercise of the jurisdiction which formerly belonged 
only to the Court of Queen’s Bench, removes the proceedings of 
inferior tribunals either for the purpose of examining into their 
validity or, as in the case of indictments and inquisitions, for the 
purpose of providing a more effectual trial. Here the rules embody 
the provisions of several Acts of Parliament, ranging back from the 
time of William and Mary, but effect few alterations in the practice 
to which it is worth while to direct particular attention. Provision, 
however, is made for the removal of indictments from the assizes and 
Central Criminal Court by means of a simple order, instead of, as 
hitherto, by writ of certiorari. (The rules themselves do not mention 
the latter court, but the form (No. 6) in the appendix does.) The 
reason for this provision is that the jurisdiction of courts created by 
commissions of assize and similar commissions was transferred to the 
High Court by section 16 of the Judicature Act, 1873; and, more- 
over, section 29 of the same Act enacts that any commissioner of 
assize sitting under the authority of such commissions shall be deemed 
to constitute a court of the High Court. It may be remembered 
that, in the Mignonette case (R. v. Dudley and another, L, R. 14 Q. B. D. 
273), it was held that a writ of certiorari was no longer necessary for 
the purpose of bringing the proceedings of assize courts before the 
Queen’s Bench Division. 

The application for the writ of certiorari is required to be made 
during the sittings to a divisional court, and must be for an order 
nisi; but in vacation, or when it may happen that no divisional 
court is sitting, it may be made to a judge at chambers for 
a@ summons to show cause (rule 28). As heretofore, an appli- 
cation for the removal of any judgment, order, conviction, 
or other proceeding of justices must be made within six months, 
and a six days’ notice of the intended application must first 
be served upon the justices making such judgment, order, 
&e. (rule 33). The party obtaining a writ of certiorari, whether for 
the removal of an indictment or for the removal of any conviction, 
judgment, or other proceeding of justices of the peace, except the 
prosecutor of an indictment against a body corporate and the 
Attorney-General when acting on behalf of the Crown, is required 
to give a recognizance with sureties for the due prosecution of the pro- 
ceedings and for payment of costs in the event of being unsuccessful 
(rules 30 and 36). Similar restrictions as to limit of time and giving 
@ recognizance are imposed upon any person in whose favour a case 
may have been reserved for the opinion of the Queen’s Bench Division 
by quarter sessions (rules 34 and 38), thus making tlie practice uniform 
with that on obtaining a writ of certiorari, by which alone such pro- 
ceedings, before the passing of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, 
could brought before the court. Section 40 of that Act made it 
no longer necessary to issue a writ of certiorari under such circum- 
stances, with the result that such cases escaped the provisions of the 
statutes which, up to that time, had governed them in common with 
other proceedings of justices ptosenk x by certiorari. 

The rules which deal with indictments and informations, whilst 
they do not in any material degree change the procedure, introduce 
some beneficial amendments. They provide against a defendant 
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committed to prison and detained for want of bail being kept in 
custody for an unreasonable length of time through the laches of the 
prosecutor, by providing for the discharge of such prisoner by order 
of the court or a judge upon entering a common appearance, if the 
prosecutor does not proceed within a month of the defendant’s com- 
mittal; and when such prisoner has been convicted and the prose- 
cutor does not proceed to bring him up for sentence within eight 
days after the time limited for moving for a new trial, the prisoner 
may be discharged by the court on his own recognizance. 
The amount of the recognizance required to be given upon filing an 
information, whether criminal or quo warranto, is increased from £20 
to £50—a sum which cannot be said to be too large in view of the 
fact that a defendant, on acquittal upon a criminal information, 
cannot recover towards his costs more than the amount of this 
recognizance—unless, indeed, it be a prosecution for libel, in which 
case special provision is made as to costs by the Act 6 & 7 Vict. c. 
96, s.8. As such costs may include an expensive trial with wit- 
nesses, it is obvious that even this increased amount may very 
frequently go but a short way towards recouping a defendant the 
costs to which he may have been put. 
Elaborate provisions are made dealing with the process to compel 
appearance to indictments, informations, and inquisitions, which, 
for the first time, appear in the shape of written rules. They, how- 
ever, merely formulatea more orlesscomplicated procedure, notvery easy 
of application for any but those well versed in the practice, and do 
not effect any material change. These are followed by the proceed- 
ings in outlawry, both on mesne process and upon final judgment 
after conviction; the only alterations here made are pure matters of 
detail such as with regard to the teste and return of the various writs 
consequent upon the abolition of terms. Outlawry is a proceeding 
which is so rarely had recourse to in the present day that it can 
hardly be of interest to the practitioner to refer more fully to the 
subject, and it may be a matter for some surprise that it has not 
shared the same fate as in civil actions and been entirely abolished. 
With regard to pleadings, we find some very needful amendments 
made in matters of detail. They will now be dated of the actual day 
when pleaded, instead of, as formerly, of a fictitious date. Under the 
practice as it existed before the Judicature Acts, the plea, no matter 
when actually pleaded, whether during term time or in vacation, was 
entered as of term, and dated of the first day of *the term, unless the 
indictment was found subsequently, when it was dated of some other 
day in term, usually the last. The reccrd of nisi prius—or, as it will 
hereafter be called, the record for trial—was made up of the term in 
which the plea was entered, and all the proceedings were entered 
upon the roll as of the same term. The rolls of each term were 
bound up together, so that in searching any of the old records it is 
necessary to ascertain the term of the plea before you are able to 
find any particular case required. Prior to 1844 the entry roll was 
made up in every case by the officials in the Crown Office, but the 
changes which occurred in that year took this duty out of their hands, 
and placed it in those of the parties themselves or their attorneys 
—the consequence being that since that time but few cases have 
been formally inrolled. As a rule, it has only been done when 
necessary for the purposes of evidence or of proceedings in error. 
A slight, though somewhat important, alteration has been made as to 
signing special pleas and demurrers; formerly they were required to 
be signed by counsel, now they need only be so signed when actually 
settled hy counsel; when not settled by counsel they may be signed 
either by the solicitor or the party if he defends in person. Demurrers 
can now only be pleaded in criminal cases, the pleadings in mandamus,” 
quo warranto, a prohibition having been assimilated to civil actions. 
ven in criminal cases they are seldom made use of, except in answer 
to special pleas—such as a plea of justification to an indictment or 
information for libel. The record for trial must be made up much 
in the same form as the old record of nist prius, except that it is no 
longer necessary to enter upon it any continuances, or to obtain a 
warrant of nisi prius from the Attorney-General. Continuances in 
civil actions were abolished by the Rules of Hilary Term, 1853, under 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, and since that time they 
may be said to have almost died out in criminal cases, although not 
actually abolished; but few practitioners have, since that time, 
deemed it necessary to take the precaution of entering them upon 
their records. What might have been the result had error been 
alleged in consequence of the neglect it is of little importance now 
to consider. They can hardly be said to have served any very 
useful purpose; were very intricate, and probably not properly 
understood by any but the officials themselves. The Attorney- 
General’s warrant of nisi prius, without which no record in a criminal 
case could be made up for trial on the civil side, is also abolished. 
The provisions as to giving notice of trial are much the same as in a civil 
action, and the record must be entered for trial in the same-manner 
asan action. The same juries try both the civil and criminal cases, 
and a special jury may be obtained, ex in cases of felony, as in 


@ civil case. Provision is made for obtaining a trial at bar. 
The officer attending the court at the trial 


is required to enter in 


a book (1) the verdict and any findings of fact the judge may direct 
to be entered ; (2) the directions, if any, of the judge as to judg- 
ment ; (3) the certificates, if any, granted by the judge, and the 
sentence of the judge if then passed, and to transmit a certificate of 
such verdict, finding, or directions, judgment or sentence, to the 
Crown Office, to be there filed. All this is new; but it follows the 
practice in civil cases, with the exception of the transmission of the 
certificate, which, in civil cases, is left to the parties. Under the old 
practice, these entries and certificates were not required, the postea 
only being entered upon the record, and interlocutory judgment 
was signed at the Crown Office upon production of the postea. The 
postea is still required for the purpose of entering judgment notwith- 
standing, and in addition to, the certificate—a duplication of pro- 
cedure which is a little surprising. Interlocutory judgment must not 
be signed until the time has expired for moving fora new trial, 
which, in cases where such motions can be made, will be the same as 
in civil cases. One of the advantages of removing an indictment 
into the Queen’s Bench Division is that of being able to move for a 
new trial in case of conviction in prosecutions for misdemeanour. In 
felony or treason such motions are not permitted. The application 
for a new trial, to enter judgment non obstanto veredicto, or to arrest 
judgment, is to be made ex parte, in the first instance, for an order 
nisi, as under the old practice, and not by notice of motion, as in 
civil cases. Sentence upon any indictment, or ex officio information 
where the Attorney-General does not pray that the judgment may 
be postponed (but not upon a pen va information), may be 

by the judge at the trial, or it may be left for the Divisional Court, 
which is the more usual course. Rule 172, which provides for passing 
sentence at the trial, is taken from 11 Geo. 4 and 1 Will. 4, c. 70, s. 
9, prior to which the judge at the trial had no such power, the issue 
only being sent for trial upon a record of nisi prius, and the defend- 
ant could only be sentenced by the court in banco upon the return of 
the postea. 








REVIEWS. 


WILSON'S JUDICATURE ACTS. 


Witson’s SUPREME CouRT OF JUDICATURE AcTs, RULES, AND 
ForMS, WITH OTHER AcTs, ORDERS, RULES, AND REGULATIONS 
RELATING TO THE SUPREME CourT. WiTH PRACTICAL NOTEs. 
FirtH Epirion. By M. Murr MAcKENZIE and C. ARNOLD 
Wuirte, Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


The impression derived from an investigation of the new work in 
this edition is that the book has been edited with care and discre- 
tion. There is, perhaps, a little too much in the notes of the ‘‘ See 
Jones v. Smith” —a mode of referring to cases which ought to appear 
as little as possible in a practice book, where the exact purport of 
decisions should be given as shortly as possible, so as to avoid un- 
necessary examination of cases by the practitioner, but this charac- 
teristic by no means appears for the first time in the present edition ; 
and we make the suggestion with a view to future issues. We think 
that the present edition fully maintains the reputation of the work. 
The editors have very properly consolidated the Rules of December, 
1885, with the previous rules. Their book on the Supreme Court 
Funds Rules, 1884, has, of course, rendered the part of their work 
relating te these rules easy, and the notes on them are exceedingly 

useful and practical. 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS. 


THE PRAcTICE AT JUDGES’ CHAMBERS AND IN THE DISTRICT 
REGISTRIES IN THE QUEEN’s BencH Division, HicH Court oF 
JUSTICE, WITH ForMs oF SUMMONSES AND ORDERS. SECOND 
Epirion. By W. F. A. ARCHIBALD, Barrister-at-Law, and P. E. 
VizarD, of the Summons and Order Department, Royal Courts of 
Justice. Stevens & Sons. 


This work has been recast, and, with the assistance of Mr. Vizard, 
converted into a most practical and complete manual of the practice 
in the chambers of the Queen’s Bench Division. The authors first of 
all deal with the practice generally, and then devote separate sections 
to the different classes of applications st chambers, heading each 
section with the appropriate form of summons, and adding a state~- 
ment of the effect of the rules and cases bearing on the subject. 
The portions of the work we have tested we have found to be 
characterized by care and accu , and the value of the book is en- 
hanced bya full index. It cannot fail to be of the greatest service to 
practitioners. 








The Lunacy Act Amendment Bill was read a third time in the House ef 
Lords on Thursday. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE SOLICITORS BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Referring to your article under this head in your last impres- 
sion, I should like, as my name appears in it, to say a few words upon 
the subject. 


On referring to the reports which have been issued from time to 
time on the working of the association it would seem that, of the 
£50,000 odd constituting the invested capital, about £10,000 may 
perhaps be considered as being impressed with special trusts and not 
therefore available, except as to the dividends arising from it, for the 
relief of applicants. We have, then, a fund of some £40,000, arising 
entirely from the accumulation of annual subscriptions, life sub- 
scriptions, and small donations. I repeat the question contained in 
your article ‘“‘ under what circumstances, and by what authority, was 
this fund created ?” Certainly under no rules that I can discover, 
and all the reports that I have are silent as to the circumstances. 
Surely here is matter worthy of attention; it cannot be that there 
‘was more money than was wanted. The half-yearly appeals for 
increased support owing to the increasing number of applicants 
make this hypothesis untenable. If, then, such accumulations were 
made when appiicants otherwise deserving received no relief, I un- 
hesitatingly say that the chief object for which this society was 
established has not been fully attained. The question which 
obviously suggests itself in connection with a subject of this kind is 
this—Has the society done as much good as, with the materials at 
its command and the opportunities afforded, it was reasonably 
capable of doing? With the facts before us I leave those who 
support the present system to answer the question. In this state of 
things I moved at the Liverpool meeting the following resolution :— 
‘‘ That, having regard to the large accumulated fund belonging to the 
society, this meeting is of opinion that relief should be given on a 
more extended scale than heretofore, and, accordingly, they hereby 
authorize the directors to appropriate any sum, not exceeding in any 
one year £1,000 of that fund, in relieving cases which would other- 
wise be refused.” To the principle of that resolution I adhere. In 
support of it I appealed to the opinion of Sir Henry James, the late 
Mr. Bircham, and, last but not least, Mr. Hollams. The first stated, 
in plain terms, that the society would never be in a proper state of 
—— until they had distributed the whole of their accumulated 
funds. The two latter gentlemen have unmistakably expressed their 
views that the society is capable of doing more good than it has done, 
and Mr. Bircham expressed a strong opinion in favour of the prin- 
ciple for which I contend. 


At the Liverpool meeting no argument worth the name was 
attempted in opposition to my resolution, the plea of expedienc 
being the only ground on which, so far as I recollect, it was sane | 
Expediency was precisely the ground upon which I based my resolu- 
tion. It may be lawful (I do not think it is) to accumulate funds. It 
certainly is not expedient to do so if it can be shewn that a single 
deserving case has been refused relief, or, that when relief has been 
granted, it was not adequate to meet the necessities of it. 

I did not in my resolution intend to lay down a hard and fast line 
as to the amount which should annually be applied out of the invested 
fund : I mentioned a sum in order to give point to the resolution. 
What I maintain is that the sum of £40,000 now invested is properly 
available for, and should be applied, whenever necessary, in the relief 
of deserving cases, and that, from the commencement of the society 
down to the present date, there exists no authority whatever for 
investing or accumulating any portion of the sources of income 
to which I have alluded. 


What I suggest is, that a special meeting of the subscribers should 
be held, as soon as possible, to consider the whole subject, and that, 
come what may, some rules should be framed clearly defining the 
destination and es of all existing funds belonging to the 
society, and the mode in which future funds shall be applied. 

This letter is, I feel, already too long, but I cannot close it without 
disclaiming, as, in effect, you, Sir, have done, any desire to reflect on the 
conduct of the present or past directors of this society. To them the 
utmost credit is due for the time and attention they have, for so many 
yous, un, gly bestowed upon a work as noble as any that can 

undertaken for the benefit of suffering humanity ; and considering 
that amongst the present directors I number some of my intimate 
friends—for whom and for whose kindness of heart, judgment, discre- 
tion, and ability I entertain the highest regard and opinion—I need 
say no more than that I am t that, however we may differ 
details, they and I alike are actuated by an earnest wish to 
make the society all that its most ardent supporters can desire. 


Guorce A, Crowpgr. 
55, Lincoln’ s-inn-fields, April 13, 





THE APPORTIONMENT ACT, 1870. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—We have read the rejoinder of ‘‘A Lawyer-Trustee” in your 
issue of the 3rd inst., and are quite of his opinion that something 
more is needful than an agreement upon the question among mem- 
bers of the legal profession. 

We now give the following extracts from the case submitted to 
counsel, whose opinion was referred to in our previous letter—viz., 
‘*The deceased, ~ his will, directed his trustees to pay the yearly 
income of the proceeds of his real and personal estate to his wife 
for life.” ‘As regards the railway, debenture, and preference 
stocks purchased, it should be observed that, the purchases being 
made at various dates, they include dividends accruing since the last 
preceding half-yearly dividend day. And it is contended that, in- 
asmuch as the testator’s widow has had interest on the purchase- 
money up to the date of purchase, she ought to be paid out of the 
first half-year’s dividends received, the proportion only of dividend 
from the day on which the stocks were paid for, deducting the 
accrued dividend up to the date of purchase from the cost of the 
stock as being included in the price, and, therefore, not payable to 
the life tenant. On the other hand, it is urged that the life tenant is 
entitled to the whole of the half-year’s dividends on the stocks, 
though this seems to work an injustice to those entitled in remainder.” 
“Counsel is requested to advise, Whether the trustees ought to pay 
the testator’s widow the full dividends received on the railway, 
debenture, and preference stocks purchased, although such dividends 
may have accrued during the time for which she has had interest on 
the money laid out in the purchase of the stocks.” 

The opinion of counsel did not refer to the Apportionment Act, 
1870, neither did he give any reasons or authorities for his opinion, 
but, the opinion being dated the 6th of May, 1882, it may, perhaps, 
fairly be assumed that, in giving it, re was had to the 1870 Act, 
and the judgment of Bacon, V.C., in Clarke, Barker v. Perowne 
(29 W. Rk. 730), May 6, 1881. Relying upon the a is 
that of a very high authority—we conclude that he considers the 
Act of 1870 does not alter the practice which existed before that Act 
as to accruing dividends on stocks purchased or sold. 

The Act of 1834 provided for the apportionment of income between 
successive life tenants or between a life tenant and remainderman ; 
and the Act of 1870 provided for the ——— between a life 
tenant and a residuary legatee. Taking these Acts in connection with 
the judgment in Barker v. Perowne, and the opinion of counsel given 
in our previous letter, it appears to be considered that neither of 
those Acts did more than provide for an apportionment of income— 
as income, and that they did not contemplate any apportionment 
between capital and income as in the case of accruing dividends 
included in a mixed fund, such as the purchase-money or proceeds 
of stock including accruing dividend. 

Does not the judgment in Barker v. Perowne apply to changes of 
investments in all similar cases, the following words being used by 
the Vice-Chancellor in his judgment :—‘‘ The will decides the rights 
of the parties, and the Apportionment Act and the cases cited have 
nothing to do with it.” ? 

If this be the correct view of the question, then a partial remedy 
may be effected by a separate provision being made in future wills 
or settlements where it may be so desired; but a complete remedy 
can only be effected by a general enactment, which should provide 
that, in all cases of life tenancies under wills or settlements where 
stocks are purchased or sold, including accruing dividend, the life 
tenant of any stocks shall be entitled to dividend thereon as 
follows :— 

In the case of purchase, to the dividend apportioned from 
the date of payment of the cost of such stock ; 

In the case of sale, to the dividend apportioned to the date 
when the proceeds of the stock are received ; and, : 

On the determination of a life tenancy, to the apportion- 
ment from the last due date of dividend to the date of the 
decease of the life tenant. 

The latter case would provide for apportionment where stock 
might be sold after the death of a life tenant before the next 
dividend became due. ; 

We have endeavoured to confine our remarks to the question of 
income on # change of investments in stocks subject, to life tenan«ies, 
as it is only in such cases that any difficulty appears to arise. 

ACCOUNTANTS AND TRUSTEES. 





SOLICITORS’ CERTIFICATE DUTY REPEAL BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—I sincerely hope the above Bill, which appeared in your 
columns recently, will pass both Houses this session. I understand 


that a petition in support of it is ey igned in London. How is 
it that the Incorporated Law Society taking no steps to support 
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the Bill? The presidents of the society wonder why so large a pro- 
rtion of the profession are not members of the — e reason 
is plain enough. What possible inducement can there be for a 
solicitor to become a member of a society which is supposed to - 
sent the profession, yet neglects its interests P J. W. 8. 
London, E.C., April 8. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
THORNTON v. THORNTON—C. A. No. 2, 14th April. 


Drvornce — Suir ror Drvorce sy Hvuspanp in Inp1a— Suit sy Wire ww 
Encianp ror Restitution or Oonsucat Ricuts—Sraymve Procggpinas. 


The question in this case was as to org proceedings in a suit brought 
by a wife for restitution of conjugal rights. The husband, who held an 
appointment in India, had commenced a suit there against the wife and a 
co-respondent for a divorce, on the ground of her adultery. She came to 
England, and when the husband was afterwards temporarily in England 
she commenced this suit against him, to which his defence was her adultery. 
He applied to Butt, J., for an order staying the proceedings in this suit 
until the question of adultery should have been decided in the Indian suit. 
Butt, J., refused the application. The Court of Appeal (Corron, Bowen, 
and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Corron, L.J., said that the case 
was one of some nicety. He would assume that both courts had juris- 
diction in the matter. No doubt there would be some advantages in 
staying the proceedings as the husband asked. The question of adultery 
would be decided in the Indian suit the co-respondent as well as 
against the wife, and all the witnesses, except the wife, were resident in 
India. The court would not allow the husband to be put to the expense 
of two suits if it could properly avoid it. But the question was whether 
the court could deprive the wife, in a suit instituted by her, of the oppor- 
tunity of having the question of adultery decided in England. His lord- 
ship thought that, notwithstanding the inconvenience and expense to the 
husband of two suits, the court ought not to deprive the wife of this 
right. Bowen, L.J., was of the same opinion. Primdé facie the wife hada 
right to prosecute her suit here. She thought it would be to her advan- 
tage to have the issue of adultery tried in England. Whether she was 
innocent or guilty, his lordship could conceive that this might be a 
reasonable wish. Ought the court to interfere with the natural course of 
the suit when the result might be to transfer the decision of tke question 
to India? He did not deny that the court could do so, if it could see that 
there would be oppression, waste, or vexation in allowing the wife’s suit 
to . He did not think the court ought to interfere unless it was 
clear that its interference could do no harm, and that was by no means 
clear in this case. Fry, L.J., concurred, though not without regret.— 
CounseL, Inderwick, Q.C., and Bargrave Deane ; Bayford, Q.C., and Searle, 
Soxicrtors, Godden, Holme, § Co. ; W. Horsley. 


Re WHITLEY PARTNERS, CALLAN’S CASE—C. A. No. 2, 
12th April. 


Company—Winpinc up—ConTRInuTORY—SIGNATURE OF MEMORANDUM OF 
AssocIaATION BY AGENT. 


The question in this case was whether a on whose name appeared 
as having signed the memorandum and articles of association of a company 
was liable as a contributory in the winding re of the company, he havin 
authorized an agent by telegram to sign name, but the agent no 
having purpo: to sign as agent or attorney, and having simply signed 
the name of his principal without any addition, Bacon, V.C., held that 
the principal was liable, and the Court of Appeal (Corron, Bowgn, and 
Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, It was contended that the Companies 
Act required signature by the any! himself, and that, at any rate, 
the memorandum and articles had the form of a deed, and the attorney 
ought to have been appointed ~ deed. The court held that the signature 
could be affixed by a duly authorized agent, and that it was not necessary 
that the agent should be appointed by deed, and they held that the 
principal was bound, though there was no statement accompanying his 
signature that it was affixed by an agent.—Covunsg1, 7. Ribton ; Marten, 
Q.C,, and Oswald. fSoxtcrrors, Bordman § Co. ; Torr § Co. 


Re ROBERTS, KIFF v. ROBERTS—C. A. No. 2, 12th April. 
R. 8. C., 1883, XVI., 22—24-—Leave to Aprgat 1x Forma Pavrenris, 


This was an application by the plaintiff for Jeave to appeal, in formd 
pauperis, from a decision of Pearson, J, The plaintiff had not sued 
in forma pauperis in the court below. Order 16 provides (rule 22) 
that ‘‘any person may be admitted in the manner heretofore accus- 
tomed to sue or defend as a penpes on proof that he is not worth 
£25, his wearing apparel and the subject-matter of the cause or matter 
alone excepted.’ ule 23, ‘* A person desirous of suing as a pauper shall 
lay a case before counsel for his opinion whether or not he has reasonable 
grounds for proceeding.’”’ Rule 24, ‘‘No person shall be permitted to 
sue as & pauper unless the case laid before counsel for his opinion, and his 


case contains a full and true statement of all the material facts to the best 
of his knowledge and belief, shall be produced before the court or 

roper officer to whom the is 

y & pauper to his solicitor or counsel.’ The question was raised w 
these rules ly at all to an a: to which they do not in terms refer 
And the court at first felt some doubt whether 

pentehesensr med whe ey Lege y: But they said that, if 
was properly made to the 
of the rules, and require the same steps to be taken, even if 
rules did not strictly a yhealy V4 som Ultimately the court 
Bowsx, and Fay, 1.30) gave the leave asked for. They aleo required 
that the husband of the p who was a married woman, should make 
an affidavit as to his means; and, ha regard to the provisions 
Married Womens’ Property Act, 1882, 
the plaintiff leave to appeal without a next 
Soxicrrors, Reader §& Hicks. 
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HARRIS v. DE PINNA—C. A. No. 2, 8th April. 


EasEMENT—OpstrucTion—Licut aND Ark —INsuNcTION — PRESCRIPTION 
Acr (2 & 3 Wut. 4, c. 71), s. 3. 


This was an appeal from the refusal of Chitty, J. (ante, p. 77), to 
restrain the defendants from erecting buildings so as to interfere with the 
access of light and air to a stage for storin — which belonged to the 

laintiffs, who were timber merchants. e structure in question had 
for more than forty years existed on the age op emo and was used by 
them for storing and seasoning timber, and ibiting it to intending 
purchasers, the timber for this —- being drawn out of the racks in 
which it was placed so that the light fell upon it and displayed its colour 
and grain. e stage was three or four stories in height, and, in place of 
windows, the sides were left open so that light and air were admitted. 
The top floor was constructed so as to serve either as a roof or, on occa- 
sions, as an additional ing for timber. The main question was 
whether the structure was a ‘‘ building” within section 3 of the Prescription 
Act, which provides that when the access of air and light to and for any 
dwelling-house, workshop, or other building shall have been actually 
enjoyed therewith for the full period of twenty years without interruption, 
the right shall be deemed absolute and indefeasible. There was a further 
question whether the plaintiffs could claim a prescriptive right to. the 
access of air through the apertures of the stage for the purpose of season- 
ing and drying the timber stored in it. Chitty, J., refused to t an 
injunction, on the ground that the timber stage was not a “ building ”’ ip 
respect of which an easement of light could be acquired under section 3 
of the Act, and that the plaintiffs, in order to substantiate their claim for 
an easement of air, should have shewn that they were entitled to the 
current of air flowing through a cally defined channel, and not 
merely to air coming over the defendants’ premises generally. The 
Court of Ap (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
without deciding whether thes was a ‘‘building”’ within the Act. They 
said that the plaintiffs had not shewn, as they were bound to do, that the 
access of light in of which the easement was claimed had been 
continuously enjoyed in a definite mode through the sawe apertures. It 
was not enough to shew that the structure generally had enjoyed the 
access of light, when the light did not reach it at all times through the 
same apertures. Nor had the plaintiffs established any definite right in 
respect of the easement of air. They claimed a right to the current 
of air, not coming by defined channel over their neighbours’ land, 
but coming over the whole occupied by the defendants’ 
It was clear upon the authorities that claim could not be sustained. 
No case for the interference of the court by injunction had been estab- 
lished.—Counsat, Ince, Q.C., and Jason Smith ; Romer, Q.C., MacSwinney, 
= Arthur Powell. Soxrcrrons, Roscoe, Hincks, ¢ Sheppard; A. H, 

ther. 


DAWES ve. CHARSLEY—C. A. No. 2, 8th April. 


VEnpor AND PurcHAsER—Tiue FOR Compietion oF Contract—Conprrions 
or 


This was an appeal from a decision of Pearson, J. (ante, p. 287), the 
question being what was the construction of the words “‘the 28th 
of December next”’ conditions of sale? On the 15th of 
December, 1885, the plaintiff, who was a trustee in bankruptcy, put up 
for sale by auction, in two lots, two reversionary interests in railway 
stock belon to the bankrupt. The one was payable on 
aged eighty-one, the other on the death of a lady 
fifty-six. It was provided by the conditions of sale that each 
purchaser should pay the remainder of his money (after pay- 
anh to eae **on the 28th day of December nex?,”’ at the office of 
the vendor's tors, ‘‘at which time and place the purchases shall be 
completed, and if, from any cause whatever, other than wilful default on 
the part of the vendor, either purchase shall not be completed on the 
said 28th of December next, a eees Sak we interest on the 
remainder of his purchase-money after the rate five per cent. 
The defendant parcheesd Doth lod and pad the Geposite of ten per cent. 
e defendant ots, 6 de: ° per cent., 
and, at the same time, signed agreements by which he agreed to pay the 
balance of the purchase-moneys respectively, and to complete the pur- 
chases respectively according to the conditions of sale. The question was 
whether ‘ the 28th of December serx¢,’’ the time fixed for completion of the 


F 


purchase by t of the balance af the money, was the 28th 
of December, or the 28th of December, 1886. en Da 
that “the 28th ber next’? was to be read as one noun 





opinion thereon, with an affidavit of the party, or his solicitor, that te) 
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and meant the next 28th day of December following the 15th of December 
—that is, the 28th of December, 1885. The Court of Appeal (Corton, 

Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. On behalf of the appel- 

lant (the purchaser) it was urged that the words, being ambiguous, 

must be construed strictly against the vendor. Corton, L.J., said that, 
having regard to the other conditions of sale by which, though no time 
was fixed for the delivery of the abstract of title, a very short time, seven 
days only, was allowed for sending in objections and requisitions, it was 
not reasonable to hold that the completion of the purchase was intended 
to be deferred for more than a year. If either of the annuitants hap- 
pened to die within the year what was to become of the dividends on the 
stock? Would the purchaser, who was only to pay interest on his pur- 
chase-money from the day fixed for completion, get them? His lordship 
was of opinion that by the words, ‘‘ the 28th day of December nezt,’”’ the 
28th of December in the same month in which the conditions were issued 
was meant, and not the 28th day of the next monthof December. Bowen 
and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, Cookson, Q.C., and G. Cave ; 
Maidlow. Soutcrrors, F. Charsley ; Dawes & Son. 





REG. v. ESSEX—C. A. No. 1, April 5, 6. 
Tanps Criavses Consormation Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vict. c. 18), ss. 49, 63— 


LAND TAKEN FoR SewaGE FarM—VALUE OF ADJACENT LAND DEPRECIATED— 
CoMPENSATION FOR ** INJURIOUSLY AFFECTING ’’ SAME. 


The Acton Local Board, under statutory powers, took five acres of land 
belonging to Mr. Essex for the purpose of a sewage farm. This land 
formed part of an estate laid out for building, aud let to tenants on 
building leases. The part taken was separated from the rest of the 
property—at one part by a railway, and at another part by an inter- 
vening strip of land. Mr. Essex claimed compensation under the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, first, for the land actually taken, and, 
secondly, for the adjacent land not taken being “‘injuriously affected ”’ 
by the proposed sewage works. The evidence shewed that, even in the 
absence of any nuisance arising from the works, the marketable value of 
the rest of the land was depreciated in consequence of the sewage works. 
The jury awarded him £8,737 for the land taken, and £4,000 for the 
ae perp in value of the adjacent land. The local board obtained a 

nisi for a certiorari to quash the inquisition and verdict on the ground 
cf excess of jurisdiction, the contention being that there was no power to 
award compensation in respect of the land not taken. The Queen’s 
Bench Division discharged the rule, holding, on the authority of Re 
Stockport, §c., Railway Co. (12 W. R. 762, 33 L. J. Q. B. 251), that, as part 
of the claimant's land had been taken, the jury had power to award com- 
pensation in respect of the rest being injuriously affected. The case is 
reported in 33 W. R. 214, 14 Q. B. D. 753. On appeal, it was held (by 
Lord Esuzr, M.R, Lrxpieyx and Lorzs, L.JJ.) that, though the land not 
taken was depreciated in value by the construction of the works, and not 
by mere user, within the decision in The Hammersmith Railway Co. v. 
Brand (18 W. R. 12, L. R. 4 H. L. 171), yet the mere fact that land 
belonging to the claimant had been taken did not give him any claim to 
com: ion in respect of the land not taken being ‘‘injuriously 
affected ’’; and that the Stockport case, even if upheld, could only be 
treated as an authority where the construction of the works would sever 
the land taken from the adjacent land, in respect of which compensation 
was claimed, and that that case was not to be extended to a case like the 
present, where the land taken was already separated from the adjacent 
1and of the claimant by property belonging to other persons, and in which 
the claimant had no interest. The jury, therefore, had no jurisdiction to 
award compensation in respect of the land not taken, and the inquisition 
and verdict must be quashed.—Cotnset, Sir R. Webster, Q.C., and Pollard ; 
E. Clarke, Q.C., and ©. H. Anderson, Q.C. Soutcrtons, A. Helmsley ; 
Hedges & Brandreth. 


PEARCE +. FOSTER AND OTHERS—C. A. No. 1, 12th April. 


Masrre axp Senvanr—Crecemsrances sustrryrsc Dismissat rrom Ser- 
ViczE—CONDUCT INCOMPATIBLE WITH PROPER PeRroRMANCE OF DutiIEs— 
ConripestiaL Cizzk or Mencuant—Pauivate Specunations on Srocx 
ExcHance. 


This was an action for the alleged wrongful dismissal of the plaintiff 
from his employment as a confidential clerk of the defendants. The 
defendants were general merchants, who, besides receiving consignments 
pt greet wage agents in foreign countries, were in the habit of buying 
selling stocks and shares for their correspondents abroad. The 
plaintiff had been in the defendants’ service for many years previously 
to January, 1882, and on the Ist of that month the defendants entered into 
a written agreement with the plaintiff, by which he was engaged by them 
as their ipal or confidential clerk for a period of ten years from the 
date of the agreement, at a salary of £2,000 per annum. In August, 
1884, the defendants discovered that, for some time past, the plaintiff had 
been speculating in differences upon the Stock Exchange on his own account 
and to a large amount, and they thereupon dismissed him from their 
employment. Apert from the fact of such speculations, no other ground 
of complaint against the plaintiff was alleged by the defendants, who, by 
their statement of defence, justified the dismissal of the plaintiff on the 
ground that he had concealed from them the fact that he was carrying on 
he business of a speculator, and that they had been ignorant thereof, 
and, it being against their interest to have in their employment a person 
carrying on such a business, pay (Doe becoming aware of the fact, dis- 
missed the , a6 they y might. The case was tried by 
Grove, J., a jary, and the learned judge, having taken time for 


eo 


consideration, gave judgment for the defendants. [The case is reported 
55 L. J. Q. B. 121.] The plaintiff —. It was urged on his behalf 

that, his principal duties being to confer with the defendants as to the best 
means of ——s with consignments and to make confidential journeys 

abroad, there had been nothing in his conduct incompatible with his duty 
towards the defendants, and nothing which had caused any risk to them, 

inasmuch as the plaintiff had no access to the defendants’ strong-room or 
securities. The Court of Appeal (Lord Esuzer, M.R., and Linpiey and 
Lorgs, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the 

ule is that, where a person enters into the relation of servant to another 

person, the master has a right to dismiss him if he does something which 
is incompatible with his duties as such servant. The relation itself 
implied that the servant was in a position to perform his duties, and it 
was not necessary that there je be a covenant by the servant to that 
effect. It would be impossible to enumerate all the circumstances which 
would justify the dismissal of a servant. In the case before the court the 
appellant, as a confidential clerk, might be called upon to advise his 
employers upon monetary matters, and might be entrusted with securities 
of great value. Then it was discovered that he had been engaged to an 
enormous extent in gambling transactions. The question was whether, in 
those circumstances, the court could say that the learned judge who tried 
the case had been wrong in finding that such conduct was incompatible with 
the appellant’s duties. His lordship desired that it should be known that 
where, in circumstances of this kind, a jury found that a servant had 
been guilty of conduct incompatible with the performance of his duties, 
that finding would always be supported by the Court of Appeal. Beyond 
all doubt or question the judgment of Grove, J., was right, and must 
therefore be affirmed. Linp.ey, L.J., said that the evidence shewed that 
the appellant’s duties were of a nature which caused that he should be 
frequently consulted by his employers. When so consulted it was his 
duty to give disinterested advice ; but he had deliberately placed himself 
in a position which caused his interests to conflict with those of the 
respondents. Further than that, when the appellant’s conduct became 
known it was likely to injure the respondents in their business. The 
respondents were, therefore, justified in dismissing the appellant from their 
service, and it was not necessary that they should prove that he had 
been actually guilty of dishonesty. Lorzs, L.J., delivered judgment to 
the same effect.—Covnset, Murphy, Q.C., and English Harrison; Sir C. 
Russell, A.G., Shiress Will, Q.C., and Ashton. Soxicrrors, Roy ¢ Cart- 
wright ; Clements, 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
SWABEY v. DOVEY—Bacon, V.C., 15th April. 


PRAcTICE—INTERROGATORIES—StuMMONS FOR LEAVE TO Detrver—MArTrTeERs 
TO BE CONSIDERED ON sucH ApriicaTion—R. 8. C., 1883, XX XI., 1, 2, 6. 


Onasummons, taken out by the plaintiff, for leave to deliver interrogatories 
to the defendant, the chief clerk, after requiring the plaintiff to furnish 
him with a copy of the proposed interrogatories, directed the plaintiff to 
furnish the defendant also with another copy, and then proceeded to settle 
the interrogatories, by shortening and varyingthem. On the application 
of plaintiff the summons was adjourned into court. Bacon, V.C., said 
that interrogatories that were irrevelant under ord. 31, r. 1, might be 
struck out at once without the necessity of having two applications. But 
in the present case it could not be said that the interrogatories were 
irrevelant. If revelant generally, the chief clerk ought to have allowed 
them to be delivered, and ought not to have proceeded to settle them as 
he had done.—Counset, Renshaw; J. G. Wood. Soxtcrrors, Roberts § 
Barlow ; Albert F. Benning. 





Re MARSHFIELD, MARSHFIELD v. HUTCHINGS—Bacon, V.C., 
8th April. 


Practice—Di1scovERY—INSPECTION OF Bank Booxs—So.icrror’s BANKING 
Account—Bankers’ Booxs Evipence Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 11), 
8. 7. 


This was an application, by the plaintiff, forliberty to inspect the books 
of a bank containing the accounts of R. D. Marshfield and Marshfield & 
Hutchings. Marshfield was dead, and the action had been brought to 
administer his estate; Hutchings, the defendant, was his son-in-law and 
executor, and, under his will, entitled to the whole of the testator’s 
business of a solicitor, in which he had previously been a er. The 
plaintiff sought to sureharge the defendant with £20,000, alleged to form 
part of the testator’s estate and to have been ety riated. An order 

ad been made directing accounts and inquiries ; the defendant had filed 
two affidavits, and had produced his pass books, &c., in cross-examination, 
and he now opposed the application chiefly on the ground that the account 
of Marshfield & Hutchings was that of his firm, and that an inspection 
might a affect him professionally. Bacon, V.C.*made the order. 
—CounseL, Marten, Q.C., and Maidlow; Millar, Q.C., and Northmore 
Lawrence, So.icrrors, Wainwright & Baillie, for R. N. Howard, Weymouth ; 
A, E. Munns. 





Re SMEED, DECEASED—Chitty, J., 12th April. 
Invant—MAatntTEenance—AccumuLATION CLAUSE. 


This was an application for maintenance out of property given to in- 
fants by a which contained an accumulation clause, and also a 














maintenance clause. Havelock v. Havelock (L. RB. 17 Oh. D. 807) was cited 
tenance in spite of a direction 


as an authority in favour of allowing main 
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for accumulation, and Re Collins (ante, p. 338) was referred to as a case 
where Pearson, J., adopted the principle in Havelock v. Havelock. On 
the other hand, Re Alford (ante, p. 385) was cited as a more recent case 
where Pearson, J., treated Havelock v. Havelock as enunciating no principle. 
Curry, J., said that, if Havelock v. Havelock was a decision to the effect 
that the court would break through a trust for accumulation in order to 
give maintenance to infants who had a contingent title to the testator’s 
estate, including the fund to arise from the accumulation, he, for his 
part, respectfully dissented from such a proposition. The effect of a trust 
for accumulation was to turn income into capital, and, where the trust was 
within the limits allowed by law, the court could not set it aside, either 
directly or indirectly. The court could, no doubt, direct maintenance 
out of what belonged to an infant, and by means of arrangement with all 
parties interested, or by assurance, could provide for the infant’s main- 
tenance out of his contingent property, including accumulations to which 
he might be presumptively entitled. Those were merely modes of dealing 
with what was the infant’s own, but to take away, either directly or 
indirectly, what belonged to another person was not, in his opinion, 
justifiable. Whatever might be his own view as to the wisdom of an 
accumulation clause, he did not feel himself at liberty to strain a testator’s 
language in order to avoid objectionable consequences. He had made 
those observations in order to provide against any belief that he had been 
influenced by Havelock v. Havelock in making a declaration in the case 
before him. He should make a declaration that the infants, if a proper 
case were shewn, were entitled to maintenance notwithstanding that the 
period of accumulation had not expired. He did so, not upon the 
authority of Havelock v. Havelock, but upon the construction of the par- 
ticular instrument which contained a mamtenance clause which the 
accumulation clause did not when examined affect.—Covnse, Ince, Q.C. ; 
Macnaghten, Q.C. ; Sir A. Watson, Q.C. ; Cecil Russell ; Stirling ; D. Sturges. 
Sorscrrors, Nickwnson, Prall, ¢ Nickinson, for R. Prall, Rochester; Har- 
grove § Co. ; C. W. Dommett. 


Re THE ORTENTAL BANK CORPORATION (McDOWALL’S CLAIM) 
—Chitty, J., 8th April. 
Winpinc vup—Servants or CompANy—Norice or DiscHAkGE. 


In this case a claim was made by one of the employés of the cor- 
poration, which was wound up in May, 1884, for three months’ salary 
from August, 1884, on the ground that he was entitled under his agree- 
ment with the corporation to three months’ notice of dismissal. It 
appeared that the official liquidator in May, 1884, sent a circular to the 
employés, under which the claimant had continued*performing his duties 
as theretofore until August, 1884. It was contended by the claimant that 
there was no hard and fast rule that an order winding up a company 
operated as notice of discharge to its employés, in support of which he 
relied on the English Joint Stock Bank, Ex parte Harding, (L. R. 3 Eq. 
341), or, if that were not so, that the circular of the official liquidator 
operated as a waiver of notice, or was tantamount to the creation of a new 
contract on the old terms, including that of three months’ notice. 
Curry, J., who held that the circular had no such operation as that 
contended for by the claimant, said that the rule was well established 
that the winding-up order operated as notice of discharge. It was so held 
by Romilly, M.R., in 1866, in General Rolling Stock Co., Chapman's case, (L. R. 
1 Eq. 346) who was even then merely following the established 
practice. In Ex parte Harding, Lord Hatherley was not dissenting from 
Chapman’s case, but was considering a case where the business of the 
company was actually being continued by the official liquidator, and not 
one where it was being discontinued by the means of the assistance of its 
former employés. In fact Ex parte Harding and Chapman’s case were cases 
easily reconcileable with each other. There was nothing in the 
claimant’s case which took it out of the usual rule, and his claim must be 
dismissed.—Counsg1, Ince, Q.C., and Stirling; Macnaghten, Q.C., and 
Latham. Soutcrrors, Murray, Hitchins, § Stirling ; Freshfields § Williams, 





TURNBULL v. STOBART—Chitty, J., 8th April. 


Action ror Damaces—Costs or REFERENCE—PLAINTIFF PARTIALLY Success 
FUL—GsENERAL Costs In ACTION—APPORTIONMENT OF Costs. 


This was an action for damages in respect of mining operations by the 
defendant, in which a reference had been made to a special referee for 
inquiries what damages the plaintiff had sustained by reason of the subsi- 
dence of any of the lands mentioned in the statement of claim, or the 
falling, &c., of any ancient buildings, &c., and also by overflow, and it 
was certified that the plaintiff had sustained damages in respect of a 
portion only of the lands mentioned in the statement of claim and by 
subsidence only. On the action coming on for further consideration, the 
plaintiff claimed the costs of the action, and the question arose whether 
the costs of the reference and the report of the referee ought to be 
included in the costs of the action. Ourrry, J., held that the costs of the 
reference and referee's report were general costs in tke action, and that 
the defendant was to pay tothe plaintiff so much of the costs of the action 
not already directed to be paid by the plaintiff to the defendant as were 
oceasioned by the claim on which the plaintiff succeeded before the 
referee, but that the plaintiff should pay to the defendant the costs 
occasioned by the claims before the referee on which the plaintiff failed, 
and that there should be a set-off.—Counszi, Romer, Q.0., and Russell 
oe ; Borrett, Sourcrrons, Chester, Mayhew, § Co, ; White, Borrett, §¢ 

ite. 





SHEPHEARD v. SILCOCK—Chitty, J., 9th April. 


R. 8. C., 1883, IX., 15, any LXIV., 17—Exrension or Trme—Wrarir or 
Summons not Inporsep with Service—Insuncrion Onrarvep. 


This was an application, under R. 8S. C., 1883, LXIV., 17, for extension 
of time for indorsement of writ in the action. It appeared that the writ 
was issued on the 2nd of March, for an injunction to restrain the defendant, 
who was stated to be a mortgagor without any substantial iuterest, from 
damaging the mortgaged property by pulling u ving, &c. An ex parte 
injunction was obtained on the same day, an at given to serve with 
notice of motion and copy of writ. Service was effected on the 3rd of 
og i ate See was afterwards obtained, but when the 
order, on the 25th o: Tash, te totes drawn up by the registrar, it was 
found that the writ bore no indorsement of service’ The defendant had 
never appeared. Hastings v. Hurley (29 W. R. 440, 16 L. R. Ch. D. 734) and 
Sproat v. Peckett (48 L. T. 755) were referred to, An affidavit of service, and 
stating that the omission of the indorsement was inadvertent, was produced. 
Curry, J., said that the case was clearly one of inadvertence, and made 
an order, as in Sproat v. Peckett, that, upon reading the affidavits, and it 
appearing that the writ was duly served on the 3rd of March, the a vanaed 
be at liberty to proceed by default in the same manner as if the 
~~ as been duly made within the time limited by the order.—Covunsz1, 

e ati. 


Re BULLEY’S SETTLEMENT—Pearson, J., 10th April. 
Evipence—Dare or Brrrxa—Proor or CerTiricaTE BY PARTY HIMSELF. 


This was a petition for the payment out, to the persons entitled, of a 
fund which had been paid into court under the Trustee Relief Act. The 
attainment of the age of twenty-one by one of the persons entitled was 
proved only by his own affidavit identifying the certificate. The question 
was raised whether the proof ought not to have been made by some dis- 
interested person. Pranrson, J., held that the evidence was sufficient.— 
Counset, Vernon R. Smith ; Warlters Horne. Soxtcrrors, Paterson, Snow, 
§ Co.; Pollock § Co. 


SCHIRGES v. SCHIRGES—Pearson, J., 10th April. 


R. 8. C., 1883, LII., 4—Norice or Morron ror Commrrrat—Service or 
Copy: or Arrmavit—AFFrIDAviT oF SERVICE. 


In this case an order had been made upon motion to commit a defendant. 
The defendant did not appear, but there were affidavits of the service upon 
him of the original order, for his disobedience to which it was sought to 
commit him, and of the notice of motion. A copy of the affidavit of 
service of the original order had not been served with the notice of 
motion, and, for this reason, the registrar felt a difficulty in dra up 
the order for committal. Rule 4 of order 52 provides that “ 
notice of motion to set aside, remit, or enforce an award, or for attach- 
ment, or to strike off the rolls, shall state, in general terms, the eo 
of the application ; and, where any such motion is founded on evi by 
affidavit, a copy of any affidavit intended to be used shall be served with 
the notice of motion.’’ Prarson, J., held that this rule does not apply to 
an affidavit merely of service, and directed that the order of committal 
should be drawn up.—Covnsgt, Diddin. Soxrcrrors, Bridges, Sawtell, § Co. 





Re LANE, LANE v. ROBINS—Pearson, J., 9th April. 


R.S. C., 1883, XI., 1; XIL, 30—Service ovr or Jvrrsprcrrox—Mortrox 
to Ser astpe Service—Action to ApministeR Estate or Tssrator 
DomiciLep ABROAD. 


This was a motion to discharge an order which had been made for the 
service of the writ out of the jurisdiction. The action was brought to 
administer the estate of a testator who, at the time of his death, was 
residing in Jersey, where he was domiciled. By his will he bequeathed 
the residue of his estate to his children. He appointed his wife and two 
other persons, who were domiciled and resident in Jersey, executors of his 

ill, After his death the widow married again. Her second husband 
was domiciled in England, and she came to reside with him in ’ 
bringing the testator’s children with her. The action was on 
behalf of the children, who were infants, against thei: mother and the other 
two executors of the will. The “‘tuteur” (or of the plaintiffs 
in Jersey) was also a defendant. He resided was domiciled in Jersey. 
An order had been made for service of the writ on the two Jersey 
executors and the “‘tuteur’’ in Jersey. These three defendants moved to 
discharge the order. Prarson, J., thought it was more reasonable to 
allow the proceedings to go on in this country, and he refused the motion. 
—Covunset, 8. Dickinson ; Higgins, Q.C., and J. M. Lieyd. Sourcrrors, 
Lambert, Petch, § Shakespear ; Gregory, Roweliffes, § Co. 


Re FANE, FANE ve, FANE—Pearson, J., 8th April. 


Wiitit—Construction—L&GaTBE DESIGNATED BY Lanaet on ARTICLE— 
Inrestacy, 


The question in this case was as to the effect of a gift in a will of 
chattels to — who should be indicated by labels placed on 
nag oo “9 all satiolen af personal 
horses, es, an use, Wi 
Fulbeck or elsewhere, to which I am or may at the time of my 
entitled, save my plate now at Praed’s house and sa 
articles, mainly relics or articles of personal use, the destination or 
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which may by memoranda or labels thereon, or by any codicil to this my 
will, be indicated.” On behalf of a person whose name appeared on some 
articles it was contended that the gift was a good one, at any rate of 
articles labelled at the time of the execution of the will. On behalf of the 
next-of-kin of the testator it was urged that, though there was no gift of 
the labelled articles, there was a good exception of them from the gift to 
F., and that there was an intestacy in respect of them. On behalf of F, it was 
insisted that the exception from the gifi to him was only of such things as 
were validly given to someone else, and that, there being no valid 
gift of the labelled articles, the exception had no effect, but all the 
articles passed to him. Psxarson, J., held that there was no valid gift to 
any person designated on any label. He came to the conclusion, on the 
whole, that the testator intended to give to F. what he had not disposed 
of to someone else. The exception, therefore, had no operation.—Covuns8L, 
Farwell ; Higgins, Q.C.,.and Grosvenor Woods ; Coltman; Giffard, Q.0., and 
Byrne; G. W. Borrett ; Witt. Soxicrrors, Paterson, Snow, § Co. ; G. S. § 
H. Brandon ; F. H. Turner ; Lumley § Lumley. 





UNITED TELEPHONE CO. v. BASSANO—Pearson, J., 8th April. 


Birt oF Sate—AtTrestaTion CLaAvsE—OMISSION TO STATE EXPLANATION TO 
Grantor—Bitts oF Sate Act, -1878, ss. 8, 10—Brius or Sate Act, 
1882, ss. 3, 8, 10. 


In this case the question was raised whether sections 8 and 10 of the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1878, which make it essential to the validity of a bill of 
sale, as against the trustee in bankruptcy of the grantor, that the execu- 
tion of the instrument by the grantor should be attested by a solicitor, 
and that the attestation should state that before the execution of the bill 
of sale the effect thereof has been explained to the grantor by the 
attesting solicitor, have been repealed by the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, so far 
as regards bills of sale not given by way of security for the payment of 
money. Section 10 of the Act of 1882 provides that so much of section 
10 of the Act of 1878 as requires that the execution of every bill of sale 
shall be attested by a solicitor, and that the attestation shall state that 
the effect has been ‘explained to the grantor of the solicitor, is repealed. 
But section 3 provides that the Act shall not apply to bills of sale given 
otherwise than by way of security for the payment of money. Pzarson, 
J., said that he was bound by the previous decisions in Casson v. Churchley 
(53 L. J. Q. B. 335) and Swift v. Pannell (L. R. 24 Ch. D. 210) to hold 
that section 10 of the Act of 1878 had not been repealed so far as regarded 
bills of sale not given by way of security for the payment of money.— 
Counszn, Yate-Lee; A. Cock; Micklem. Sourtcrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; 
Dubois, Reid, § Co. ; Waterhouse, Winterbotham, & Co. 





R: HIGHGATE ARCHWAY ACT, 1884, BRISTER v. HIGHGATE 
ARCHWAY CO.—Pearson, J., 7th April. 


Uncuammep Frnp—Appiication By Lecat PrrsonaL REPRESENTATIVE— 
Necative Evipence or Ipentiry. 


This was an adjourned summons. The applicant was the legal personal 
representative of William Grey, of Gray’s-inn, who became a member of 
that society in 1795 and died in 1830. In 1815 one William Grey, of 
Gray’s-inn, became the registered holder of five shares in the Highgate 
Archway Co., in respect of which a considerable sum had now become 
payable, and the question was whether that William Grey was identical 
with the person of the same name represented by the plaintiff. There 
was no positive evidence of identity, but no other claimant. 

Montague Shearman, for the plaintiff, produced full negative evidence 
from the Steward of Gray’s-inn and of searches in contemporary records 
to the effect that there was no other William Grey residing in Gray’s-inn 
during the period in question. 

Bailey, for the defendant company, urged that, notwithstanding this 
negative evidence, there might have been such a person. 

is, J., made an order for payment to the plaintiff as asked in 
the summons, and stated that, considering the long lapse of time, and 
that there was no other claimant, direct negative evidence might, in such 
a case, fairly be taken to be conclusive. In this case that evidence was 
so clear that there would be no order as to costs, although the defendant 
company could retain theirs out of the general assets of the company, if 
there were any. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Caister ¢ Shearman. 

Solicitor for the company, EF. A. Paterson. 





Re NORTH MOLTON MINING CO., LIMITED—Kay, J., 8th April. 


Compasy—Winpinc tp—Mine—Arrorntment or Liqurpator Nn Piace oF 
LIQUIDATOR WHO HAD BEcoME LuNatic—JvrispicTrion oy Hicu Covrt— 
Srawwantes Covrt—Compantzs Act, 1862, ss, 81, 141. 


This was an ¢z porte application under section 141 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, for the appointment of R. K. Klingender as liquidator in the 
place of G. K. Klingender, who had become insane. The company was 
a in 1878 for the purpose of working a mine situate within the 
j of the Stannaries Court. In March, 1884, a resolution was 
passed for voluntarily winding up the company, and G. K. Klingender 
was a voluntary liquidator. In May, 1885,G. K. Klingender be- 
came e. The mine had been sold in the winding up, and there remained 
a small balance in the hands of the liquidator which it was desired to dis- 
tribute. The question was whether the property of the company having 
been ly situate within the jurisdiction of the Stannaries Court, 
the Court had jurisdiction to make the order. On behalf of the 





applicant it was submitted that the case came within clause 2 of section 
81 of the Companies Act, 1862, pms ay ig dieta of the Court of 
Appealin Re Silver Valley Mines, Limited (30 W, R. 36, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 472), 
Ew, J., made the order asked, and directed it to be served upon the 
company,—CovunseL, G. Henderson. Soxscrrors, Foss § Ledsam. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Ex parte REED AND BOWEN, Re REED AND BOWEN— 
C. A. No. 1, 27th March. 


BAnkKRUPTCY—ScCHEME OF ARRANGEMMNT—APPROVAL OF CounT—DIscreETION 
or JupGE—WIsHeEs or Creprrorns—Dvuty or TrapER TO KEEP Proper 
Booxs or Account—Banxrvuprtcy Act, 1883, ss. 18, 28—Orrician Re- 
CEIVER—Oosts. 


The question in this case was whether the court ought to approve of a 
scheme for the arrangement of the affairs of the debtors, which had been 
accepted by the statutory majority of their creditors. The debtors were 
contractors, and they had been engaged in the construction of railway and 
other large works in Brazil and elsewhere. Their principal place of busi- 
ness was in London. Their statement of affairs shewed that their 
liabilities were £152,000, and they estimated their assets as worth £22,000. 
The assets consisted entirely of the estimated surplus from a security in 
Brazil held by one of the creditors. A receiving order was made against 
the debtors on the petition of a creditor in April, 1885. At the first 
mecting of the creditors a special resolution was entertaining a 
scheme proposed by the debtors, to the effect that all their property should 
vest in a trustee for the benefit of their creditors, but that, if the debtors 
should have entered into any contracts which the trustee and committee of 
inspection should consider should not be assigned, the debtors should 
execute a declaration of trust thereof in favour of their creditors, The 
scheme also provided that each of the debtors should set apart in each 
year, for a period of three years from the date of the confirmation of the 
scheme by the court, for the benefit of the creditors, one-third part of his 
net annual earnings realized, until the creditors should receive payment in 
full of their debts. The scheme was duly confirmed by the statutory 
majority at a subsequent meeting of the creditors. The official receiver 
reported that the books of account produced by the debtors did not 
sufficiently disclose their business and financial position within the three 
years preceding the date of the receiving order, and that the debtors had 
continued to carry on business after knowing themselves to be insolvent. 
He reported also that twenty-four bankruptcy petitions had been presented 
against the debtors since July, 1883, and that the furniture of one of the 
debtors had been seized and sold under an execution ; that it was uncertain 
how the debtors’ contracts would turn out; and that, there being no 
available assets, it did not appear how the debtors would be ina tion 
to carry out their contracts. He further reported that there was no 
evidence to shew the probable amount of the net earnings, of which the 
debtors proposed to set apart one-third for their creditorsduring the next 
three years, nor that any sum would be earned by them. Under these 
circumstances he was unable to report that the creditors would receive any 
dividend from the proposal, nor that the scheme was reasonable and 
calculated to benefit the general body of creditors. Mr. Registrar Hazlitt 
refused to approve of the scheme, and the Court of Ap (Lord Esuzr, 
M.R., and Lixpuey and Lops, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. On behalf 
of the appellants it was urged that, in the exercise of his discretion as to 
approving the scheme, the registrar ought to have regarded the interests 
of the creditors, the great majority of whom desired to have the scheme 
adopted. They were the best judges of their own interests, and the 
scheme afforded the only chance of their getting any dividend. Lord 
Esuer, M.R., said that much reliance had been ~ An upon the opinion 
of a large majority of the creditors. This was the old argument that the 
court ought to trust to the opinion of the creditors as men of business who 
knew what was best for their own interests. But the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, was passed because it was found that the majority of creditors were not 
careful, and were not to be trusted, but were utterly careless, and would 
agree to any terms which gave them an evanescent chance of getting 
some dividend. For this reason the Act was to take away from 
the majority of creditors the power which they had so recklessly used, and 
to give a controlling power to the court, in order to protect the majority 
as well as the minority of the creditors against the recklessness of the 
majority, and to enforce more careful conduct. The Legislature had, by 
section 28, enacted that the report of the official receiver was to be primd 
facie evidence of the truth of its contents. That was in order that the 
court might be protected from the very t which had been so much 
insisted upon. A duty had been taneeel on te court, notwithstanding 
the agreement of the creditors. The agreement of the creditors was not 
sufficient. The court must be satisfied with regard to the scheme. If the 
court thought the terms not reasonable, or not calculated to benefit the 

eral body of creditors, it might refuse to confirm it. There was & 

her provision for the protection of fn Earn morality of trade, that, 
if the debtors had been guilty of conduct, the court should 
absolutely refuse to approve the scheme, and that, if certain other facts 
were proved, the court might refuse to give its approval. Under the cir- 
cumstances of the present case his lordship with the official 
receiver that the provisions of the scheme were wholly unreasonable. The 
creditors had only adopted them as a desperate chance of getting 
something, and there was no rational prospect of anything coming to them 
by means of it. The was right on these gro in ing to 
approve of the scheme, but there were other grounds which justified his 





er. It was clearly made out that the debtors had traded in the most 
reckless and improper manner. They had committed the offence, which 
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was a most serious one for a trader, of not keeping proper books. They 
had no ledger at their place of business in m. It was said that 
they had a led at each ga where their contracts were bei 
carried on. This was idle. ere ought to be a ledger at their head 

of business, shewing the result of all their contracts. It was not 
enough to keep such books as would enable a skilled accountant, with 
some labour, to discover the real state of the business; the books ought 
to be in such a condition, and so balanced, that the state of their affairs 
should at once appear. It was clear also that the debtors had continued 
to trade knowing Ives to be insolvent, and this, too, was an offence 
under section 28. They had shewn themselves utterly unworthy to he 
trusted to carry on their business, and on every ground the court ought to 
refuse to sanction a scheme which was a mere favour to the debtors. 
Linpizy and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred. 

The official receiver had been served with notice of the appeal, and he 
appeared by counsel, who asked for his costs of appearance out of the 
assets. The court refused to give him any costs. Lord Esuer, M.R., said 
that the official receiver was an officer of the court, and when he had made his 
report he had discharged his duty. As a general rule, he ought not to 
appear upon the hearing of an appeal, unless the court required him to do 
so. He ought not to appear as a volunteer, except under very special 
circumstances. There were no such circumstances in the present case.— 
CounseL, Winslow, Q.C., Herbert Reed and Rubie; Cooper Willis, Q.C.; 


Bigham, Q.0.; R. Vaugham Williams ; Sidney Woolf; Yate Lee; Muir | poss 


Mackenzie and Arnold White. Soxrtcrrors, G. S. ¢ H. Brandon; Ingle, 
Cooper, & Holmes; Foss § Ledsam; Lumley § Lumley; G. Castle; Letts 
Bros. ; W. W. Aldridge. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Re HARRISON — Pearson, J., 13th April. 


R. 8. C., 1883, LXV., 27 (48) —Costs—TaxaTion—TAaxaTION AS BETWEEN 
Soticiror AND CLIeNntT—RerrEesHERs TO CouNsEL—CONSULTATION FeEEs 
—Inrerest on DispurseMents BY Soxicitor ror Cirent—So.icrrors’ 
Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 28), s. 17. 


This was a summons by a solicitor to review a taxation of costs as 
between solicitor and client. The costs in question were those of the 
plaintiffs in the well-known action London Fi ial Association v. Kelk 
(L. R. 26 Ch. D. 107). The ae question was as to the power of the 
taxing master, on a taxation as between solicitor and client, to allow 
refreshers to counsel of an amount exceeding the maximum fixed by 
tule 27 (48) of order 65. Rule 27 provides that ‘‘The following special 
allowances and eral regulations shall apply to all proceedings and 
all taxations in the Supreme Court of Judicature” (inter alia); (44) ‘‘ No 
retaining fee to counsel shall be allowed on taxation as between party and 
party” ; and (48) ‘‘ As torefresher fees, when any cause or matter is to be 
tried or heard upon vivd voce evidence in open court, if the trial shall 
extend over more than one day, and shall occupy, either on the first day 
only, or partly on the first and partly on a subsequent day or days, more 
than five hours, without being concluded, the taxing officer may allow, for 
every clear day subsequent to that on which the five hours shall have 
f many the following fees:—To the leading counsel, from five to ten 

eas ; to the second, if three counsel, from three to seven guineas; to 
the third, if three counsel, or the second if only two, from three to five 
guineas.’’ The present case was one of great importance and magnitude, 
and the trial last twenty-nine days before Bacon, V.C., and he dismissed 
the action, with costs. Four counsel were retained for the plaintiffs—two 
Queen’s counsel (one of whom was the present Solicitor-General) and two 
juniors. The fees paid on the briefs (which were paid with the knowledge 
and sanction of the clients) were very large, that on the leading counsel's 
brief being 850 guineas. Daily refreshers were paid by the solicitor to 
the four counsel respectively as follows :— Fifty guineas, thirty - five 
guineas, thirty — and twenty-five guineas. On the taxation the 
taxing master allowed respectively only ten guineas, ten guineas, seven 
guineas, and five guineas. The taxing master held that he was pre- 
cluded by the above rule from allowin pte | more than the maximum 
fee of ten guineas, unless the client had expressly sanctioned the payment 
of more, after being informed by the solicitor that the excess would not 
be allowed on a taxation between party and party, so that, in any event, 
he would have to pay it himself. The taxing master held that there was 
no evidence of ‘any such sanction in the present case. On behalf of the 
solicitor it was argued that the rule oo only to taxation between 
emp and party; that the solicitor had a general authority by virtue of 
retainer to pay the necessary and proper refresher fees, having regard 
to the nature of the case and the position of the counsel who were em- 
ployed ; that the clients had sanctioned the refreshers which had been paid, 
or that, if they had not done so expressly, they had done so impliedly, by 
tanctioning the employment of the particular counsel. In the course of the 
argument reference was made to some correspondence which took place 
in 1866 between Master Follett and Master H m (one of the common 
law masters), and in 1882 between Master Wainwright and Master 
Hodgson, from which it appeared that in 1866 it was the settled practice 
of the common law masters, on taxations as between party and party, to 
allow, as the maximum refreshers (when three counsel were engaged), 
ten guineas, seven guineas, and three guineas, and that in 1882 the same 
ractice prevailed, and also that (unless there was a special authority 
rom the client to allow a greater payment, with the knowl that it 
could not be recovered from the opposite party) the amount allowed for 
refreshers as between solicitor and client should be the same as that allowed 





master. He said that he absolved the solicitor from all blame in the 
matter, but he could not entertain any doubt that the rule applied to 
taxations between solicitor and client. Words could hardly be wider 
than the introductory words of rule 27. And the fact that sub-section 44 was 


cqpoeedty Rates Se See rene party and party shewed that the 
generally was intended to apply to taxations as between solicitor and 
client as well as to those as between and . This view was con- 


firmed by the letters of the masters w! been referred to, which 
shewed conclusively that in 1866 the maximum refresher fee was ten 
guineas, though the taxing master had a discretion to allow less. The 
rule of 1883 fixed a maximum fee of ten eas, and the taxing master 
had no power to allow more without the consent of theclient. Any 
payment of a amount was an unusual and extraordinary expense 
with which the solicitor could not properly charge his client, unless, before 
he incurred it, he informed his client that he was about to do so, and also 
that it would not be allowed as between party and party, so that, in A 
event, the client would have to pay it himself, and obtained the client's 
consent. There was no evidence that the consent of the clients in the 
present case had been obtained in this way, and his lordship could not, 
from the magnitude of the case and the position of the counsel employed, 
impute to the clients, if they knew that refreshers would have to be paid, 
7 knowledge that they would exceed the amounts mentioned in the 
e. It might be that the refreshers fixed by the rule could not 
ibly remunerate counsel in such a case. But there was no 
authority for the taxing master to go outside the scale. It might 
be that the rule was drawn to meet the majority of cases, lea 
solicitors and their clients to make special arrangements in 5 
cases. If his lordship had had power to do so he should have 
felt no difficulty in allowing refreshers in the present case, 
but he was bound by the rule just as much as the taxing master was. 
The taxing master also disallowed fees for coneultations with counsel 
exceeding the ordinary amount. The consultations had occupied 
unusually long times—an hour or an hour and a-half, and in one caee 
two hours and a-half. The taxing master said that, pening snanes to the 
large fees allowed on the briefs and the daily refreshers allowed, he did 
not feel justified in allowing anything for the consultations beyond the 
usual fee. Parson, J., said that the taxing master had exercised his 
discretion on a question of amount and the court could not interfere. 
The taxing master had also disallowed a claim made by the solicitor for 
interest on disbursements made by him on behalf of his clients. The 
claim was made under section 17 of the Solicitors Act, 1870, which pro- 
vides that ‘‘ subject to any general rules or orders hereafter to be made, 
— every taxation of costs, fees, charges, or disbursements, the taxing 
officer may allow interest at such rate and from such time as he thinks 
just on moneys disbursed by the attorney or solicitor for his chent, and 
on moneys of the client in the hands of the attorney or solicitor, and 
improperly retained by him.” It appeared that the payments made by the 
clients to the solicitor had generally been enough to cover his disburse- 
ments, and that he hadalways obtained money from them when he asked for 
it. But he claimed to be entitled to appropriate the payments, which he 
said were made to him generally on account, to the payment of costs due 
to him, but for which he had not delivered a bill, the result of which 
would have been that some disbursements would have remained unpaid. 
Pearson, J., held that the solicitor was not entitled to do this. The Act 
was only intended to enable a solicitor to Re Seret a apes ae 
upon money which he had advanced out of pocket for his client.—Covnsz1, 
kson, Q.C., and Levett; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and English Harrison. 


Sorrcrrors, C. ¢ S. Harrison § Co. ; Markby, Stewart, ¢ Co. 


Re STRONG (A SOLICITOR)—Kay, J., 8th April. 


Sorrcrron—OrpgR TO sTRIKE Name orr Roit anp To Pay Mongy Frocnp 
pug on Taxrinc Accounts—D1sopeprencs TO OrpDER—ATTACHMENT FOR 
Contempt—Jvrispicrion—Degsrors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 62), s. 
4, suB-secrion 4—Dzsrors’ Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 54), s. 1. 


This was an application for an order for attachment against R. D. 
Strong, a solicitor, for contempt of court in not paying certain moneys 
ordered to be paid by him. In November, 1885, a motion was made 
(noted ante, p. 111) to strike Strong’s name off the roll of solicitors ; 
also for an account of certain moneys due from him, and for an order for 
gy and a declaration that the amount due represented a debt or 
ability incurred by means of fraud, the forbearance of which was 
obtained by means of fraud. On the 7th of December, 1885, Kay, J., 
ordered Strong’s name to be struck off the roll, and directed an account 
of moneys due, and ordered Strong to pay such moneys, with interest, 
within one month after the date of the chief clerk’s certificate. Strong 
was also ordered to pay the costs of the ion. The account 
directed had been taken, and the chief clerk found that the sum of 
£192 10s. was due from Strong to the applicants. Strong having failed 
to pay this amount by the time fixed, the ts now applied for a 
writ of attachment against him for contem not paying. On behalf 
of Strong, it was contended that, his name having been removed from the 
roll of solicitors, he had thereby ceased to be a solicitor, and was, there- 
fore, exempted from arrest under sub-section 4 of section 4 of the 
Debtors’ Act, 1869, which applied only to solicitors. Reference was made 
to Re Freston (31 W. R. 804, L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 545), in which the powers of 
the court over solicitors had been recently considered. Kay, J., said it had 
been contended that, by the order the solicitor’s name off the 
roll, the court had thereby lost all power to against 
in his character of solicitor; but no direct authority had been quoted for 
that proposition. His } was not inclined to the arm of the 
When he looked at the Act of Parlia- 





#8 between party and party, Paxson, J,, affirmed the decision of the taxing 
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ment he had no doubt that the order was made against Strong in his 
character of solicitor. His lordship considered that the jurisdiction of 
the court remained unaffected by the fact of the solicitor’s name being 
struck off the roll. It was true that a discretion as to the exercise of 
this jurisdiction was given by section 1 of the Debtors’ Act, 1878; but 
his lordship considered the case to be of too flagrant a character to 
warrant the exercise of that jurisdiction. He should, therefore, make the 
order. He was, however, informed that an appeal was pending against 
his former order. The order, therefore, would be drawn up, but would 
lie in the office and not be acted upon until after that appeal had been 
decided. The applicants would have liberty to apply in the event of the 
appeal not being prosecuted.—Covnset, Leonard Field; 8. Woolf. 
Soxtcrrors, J. W. Sykes ; G. Castle. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


COUNTY COURTS, 
Covrt Frrs, Treasury Orper Recviatine, 1886. 
(Continued from p. 343.) 
Part III. 


Fees WHERE THE CoURT EXERCISES JURISDICTION UNDER THE CovUNTY 
Courts Act, 1865, on sEctions 9, 24, 25, 26, anp 27 or THE CouNnTY 
Courts Act, 1867, section 12 or THE Partition Act, 1868, or THE 
Supreme Court or Jupicature Act, 1884. 

Where the Subject 
Matter of the 
Action or Matter 
Does not Exceeds 

exceed £100. £100. 


Registrar's Fees. £s. d. £8. 
For duties to be performed under Order XXXVIIL, 
to be charged once only in the matter. . 010 0 015 0 


On transfer of proceedings from the Chancery Divi- 
sion of the High Court of Justice, or of interpleader 
proceedings under the Supreme Court of Judicature 
Act, 1884; for perusing and filing papers, applica- 
tion to judge, drawing directions to proceed, and 


notice to parties aod @ 2: & 
For attesting admission of defendant and filing, 

Order IX., Rule 4 . 036050 
For filing statement of defendant, or notice by plain- 

tiff for dismissal of action, Order IX., Rules 1,4.026040 
For settling draft order on an ex parte application, and 

the order as made, Order XII., Rules 7, 8 010 0 015 0 
Drawing and filing order of transfer, under Order 

XXXIITI., Rule 5, and transmitting order and papers 010 0 015 0 


For drawing, filing, and sealing every special order 
or judgment in any action or matter (other than 
orders obtained ex parte under Order XII.), and 


every final order, including copy for service . 015015 0 
For every order for further directions under Order 

XXIV., Rule 19 P 07 0 012 0 
For filing or recording every order by judge for ad- 

journment. e3-¢ oo & 0 
For drawing advertisements and inserting é 050070 


For every sitting on which the registrar is employed i in 


taking accounts, making inquiries, or acting as a 


special examiner under Order XXIV., Rule 1, or 
Order XVIII., Rules 15 and 21 : 010 0 010 O 
Where the ‘sitting is longer than one hour, then 
for every additional hour or part thereof . 


Where the registrar is required to attend else- 
where than at the court or office (in _— to 
the above) . ° 010 0100 
one way, each m é - 0060 0 6 
For certificate under Order xXIV., Rule 15 , 015 0110 0 
For making and transmitting note of order under 
Order XXXVI.,Rule2 . 02.60.84 
For every inspection of certificate, "Order XXIV., 
Rulel6 . O10 6.3.0 


For filing and sealing every affidavit, or other docu- 


ment not being a document annexed to an affidavit. 0 1 0 0 1 0 
For every application for a search and — eee? OO DHung 
For issuing every warrant . 02320 03 0 
For giving every notice required by any order, except 

as ermentioned . 0:2 00 3-6 

Where the notices are given under Order II L, 
Rule25 .. ; ‘ a 005 0 


For every office copy, per folio ° 600400 4 
For every taxation of costs under any of the above 

Acts, or under the Employers Liability Act, 1880 0 7 0 010 0 
For auditing Receiver’s accounts where sum in the 


account does not exceed £100 . r ‘ 0500 5 0 
For every additional £50, or fraction thereof ‘ 6/08 6&0 8-6 
For every bond with sureties ; - 05007 6 
For every summons under Order XXIV, Rule 2 0 26 0 44 


High Bailiff’s Fees. 


For service, within home district, of every summons, 
petition, notice, or order— 


If within two miles of Court House 4 046066 
If beyond two miles, then for every additional 
mile, or part of a mile 7 006006 
For service of every summons, petition, "notice, or 
order, in a foreign district, each defendant to be 
served 06008 9 
Where service is ordered to be personal, then an ad- 
ditional fee of . 040050 
For the execution of each warrant within home dis- 
trict . 07 6 010 0 
With an allowance of mileage, double the amount 
of the allowance on summonses. 
For execution of each warrant in a foreign district . 010 0 015 90 
Keeping possession, for each day the man is ey 
in possession . o's 2's 74 


3s. 6d. of the above sum is to be paid to the man 
in oerpgaae and his receipt produced to the 

regis 
Superintending sale, whether by auction or private 

contract, making out account, and paying money 

into court, £2 per cent. on first £50 so paid, and £1 

per cent. on all afterwards. 

N.B.—Where the amount or value of the subject-matter of the action 
or matter is not disclosed by the plaint or petition, it shall be taken not 
to exceed £100, and the fees charged accordingly. If, however, the judge 
shall subsequently certify that the amount or value of the subject- 
matter does exceed £100, the difference between the fees up to that time 
taken and those that would have been taken had it exceeded £100, may 
then be taken. 


Part IV. 


WINDING UP UNDER THE Compantes Act, 1867, AND THE INDUSTRIAL AND 
Provipent Societies Act, 1876, anD THE Buripinc Socreries Act, 1874, 


Registrar’s Fees. 


m 
. 


For every summons 

For every order 

For every office copy of order 

For every advertisement . 

For every certificate . 

For filing every affidavit or statement on affirmation, declara- 
tion, or attestation upon honour ° . 

For every sitting by the registrar 

When the sitting is longer than an hour, ‘then for every ‘addi- 
tional hour or part thereof 

For taxation of bill of costs 


ocooco & 


ao crew 


oo oo Croco & 
it 


— 
oo Sof 


oo om 


High Bailiff’s Fees. 
Same fees for service and execution as in Part IIT. 


Protection of Property of deserted Married Women, 
20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, s. 21. 


Registrar's Fee. 


For sealing every order brought to a registrar, and entering 
same, and transmitting a sealed copy of the — to the 
registrar of county courts’ judgments. 05 0 


Part V. 


Frrs WHERE THE CoURT EXERCISES JURISDICTIUN UNDER THE CouNTY 
Covrts ApMrRaLTy JuRISDICTION Acts, 1868 anp 1869, 


Where the amount 
claimed 


Does not Exceeds 


“et ae 
Registrar's Fees. ad « & 
On every warrant of arrest of a vessel a 
“ release. ° . 5 0 7 6 
- bail bond . . 2 oe 
ree affidavit of justification ° 2 6 2 6 
a subpoena . > 2 0 3 0 
e notice of hearing -each 1 6 3; 3 
Summons for the attendance of assessor at the hearing 
of any action ° ° ° ° -each 1 6 2 2 
For every order of transfer | 10 0 15 0 
Where a special court is to be held for the trial of tht 
action . 25 0 35 0 
Where the court is to sit for the hearing or part hearing 
of an action beyond three miles from registrar's office, 
then in addition . ‘ 1 0 15 0 
one way from office to place of sitting, for each 
mile . es oe 0 6 
When the registrar cannot return the same night ; a ee 
For drawing final judgment . 10 0 15 0 


For filing an affidavit or other document, not being a 10 40 


document annexed to an affidavit > - P 
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For every office copy of a document in the ish 
lan » , Sopher ‘ A" perfolio 0 4 0 4 
For office copies of papers in a foreign language, or of 
shorthand writers’ or reporters’ notes, or of abstracts 
or translations made in the office, in addition to the 
above fees, the charges of the copyist, shorthand writer, 
reporter, or translator ‘ ° . ° . ° 
On a receipt for money or for papers (only one fee to be 
taken, however many may be the papers delivered in at one 
time) . J 6 H ‘ 4 " ‘ ‘ 3 
Poundage on moneys paid out of the office in any action 
for every £50 or fraction thereof. | ° “ S 
From a person who is not a party in the action, nor his 
solicitor, nor the clerk of the solicitor, on examining 
the court books in respect of any action ‘ 
For every summons of commitment . . 2 é 
For every warrant against the body or goods or order of 
sale of vessel . , ‘ . . ; . - 
On examining the documents in any action in which no 
proceedings are pending, and which has been termi- 
nated within the last two years . - mi ° . 
Ditto  ditto,if beyond that period . : = ‘ 
For every sitting in which the registrar is employed as 
an examiner where the amount claimed exceeds £20 . 
When the sitting is longer than one hour, then for 
every additional hour or part ofan hour . 
Where the registrar shall be required to attend else- 
where than at the court or office (in addition to 
the above) . - P ° ° ° ° ~ | 0 0. 
Mileage one way from the office to the place of 
examination, for each mile . " ‘ ‘ . 
For taxation of costs ° 


1S) 

i) 
Oo 
o 


wom 
oo 
on 
o 


uo 
Oo 
| 
for) 


10 


o 1 wr 
oO FS AOS 
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om oS 


High Bailiff’s Fees. 


For service of summons or subpoena, if served within 
three miles of registrar’s office . 5 ‘ ° ; 
If served beyond three miles of registrar's office, reason - 
able expenses for travelling and maintenance 5 _ 
Attendance at a special court if required by judge coy 
For execution of a warrant of arrest of a vessel or prop- 
erty . ae aid , ; - ° : é «+ » © 
For keeping possession of a vessel or property, to include 
the cost of a vessel-keeper, if requi . rday 5 0 
If execution had at a greater distance than three miles 
from registrar's office, reasonable expenses for travel- 
ling and maintenance 2 . . : : ; _ _ 
For sale of vessel or property, including inventory, for 


o 
Oo 
So 
Oo or | or 
o So © o 


uw 


every £50 or fraction thereof . ° ; 10 0 10 0 
For service of summons of commitment . ‘ zn, ae 8 0 
Execution of warrant against body or goods ‘ - 20 0 30 0 
Conveyance to gaol ‘ ; ; ‘ - permile 10 1 0 


N.B.— Where the amount or value of the subject matter of the action is 
not disclosed by the plaint it shall be taken not to exceed £100, and the 
fees charged accordingly. If, however, the judge shall subsequently 
certify that the amount or value of the subject matter does exceed £100, 
the difference between the fees up to that time taken and those that would 
have been taken had it exceeded £100 may then be taken. 


Parr VI. 
Registrar’s Fees. 8. d. 


Taxing every account under section 4 of the Parliamentary Elec- 
tions (Returning Officers) Act, 1875, where the amount of the 


account to be taxed does not exceed £50 . ° ‘ ° - 10:0 
Where such amount exceeds £50, for every £50 or fractional part 

of £50 an additional fee of . ‘ . ‘ . : : - 10 0 
Grant of a certificate of a judgment under Inferior Courts Judg- 

ment Extension Act, 1882 . ° ‘ : P ° ‘ +: ~aw 
Presentation of such last-mentioned certificate for registration . 2 6 
Sealing and issuing duplicate of such certificate . . . - 10 





THE COURTS OF JUSTICE (SALARIES AND FUNDS) ACT, 1869. 


We, the undersigned, being two of the Lords Commissioners of Her 
Majesty’s Treasury, by virtue of the fourteenth section of the Courts of 
Justice (Salaries and Funds) Act, 1869, and all other powers enabling us 
in that behalf, and with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor, do hereby 
order, that from and after the date of this order, every holder of the office 
heretofore styled the office of the Gentleman of the Chamber to the Lord 
Chancellor, shall be styled the Clerk of the Chamber to the Lord Chan- 
cellor, and shall perform all the duties of Pursebearer and Sealer to the 
Lord Chancellor, as well as the duties hitherto performed by the Gentle- 
man of the Chamber, ancl shall receive such salary, not exceeding £400 
per annum, as the Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence of the Treasury, 
may from time to time direct. 
Dated this 15th day of March, 1886. 
E. J. Resp, 
G. Leveson-Gowenr, 
Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty's Treasury. 
I concur in the above order, 
Herscustt, 0. 





SOCIETIES. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following circular has been issued :— 

In pursuance of the resolution at the adjourned annual general 
meeting held on the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
society should be held in January and April, I am directed to intorm you 
that a special general meeting of the members of the society will be held 
in the hall of the society on Friday, the 30th inst., at two o’clock pre- 
cisely, to consider the subjects hereinafter mentioned, and of which notice 
has been duly given—viz. :— 

Mr. A. H. Hastie will move:—That, having regard to the very low 
standard of the preliminary law examination, and to the present over- 
crowded state of the profession, it is desirable that the standard be raised 
to a level at least equal to that required for Sandhurst. 

Mr. W. P. W. Phillimore will move :—That this meeting requests the 

council to consider, and subsequently to report to the society, whether it 
be not expedient that wills proved in the Probate Division should be 
printed under regulations simiiar to those which affect pleadings in the 
Queen’s Bench and Chancery Divisions, and that in such case this 
meeting requests the council to communicate their views to the authori- 
ties. 
Mr. H. Starkey Coldicott will move :—That section 11 of the County 
Courts Act, 1867 (28 & 29 Vict. c. 99), requires amendment to the extent 
of providing for a court in which to take p i relating to the 
recovery or sale of any mortgage charge or lien (of an amount within the 
jurisdiction of the county courts), on property other than lands, tene- 
ments, or hereditaments, in cases where the defendant neither resides nor 
carries on business within the district of any county court. 

Mr. H. J. Mead will move:—That the council be requested to take 
steps in support of Mr. O’Hea’s Bill for the repeal of the Solicitors’ 
Certificate Duty, and to take every other opportunity, as it arises, to pro- 
mote such repeal. 

Mr. Charles Ford will ask what is the earliest time (without calling a 
special meeting) when Mr. Ford can bring forward his motion in 
to the non-compliance (by the society) with section 8 of the Solicitors 
Act, 1877, in regard to the ap) ion of students’ fees to legal educa- 
tion, and which motion the ent would not allow Mr. Ford to bring 
forward at the general in January last. 

Mr. Charles Ford will call the attention of the ident to certain 
words in a communication addressed by the council to members of the 
society in regard to the Law Club which was dissolved, and ask the presi- 
dent whether, in face of such words, the statement to Mr. Ford at the 
last general meeting, to the effect that such defunct club had not offered 
to pay rent to the society, is accurate. - 

Mr. Charles Ford will ask whether legal gs have been threat- 
ened against the society by any and what law students’ society, calling 
upon the society to comply with section 8 of the Solicitors Act, 1877, and 
to account for the students’ fees received and expended under the 
authority of such section. 

Mr. Charles Ford will move :—That the annual certificate duty ought 
at least to be uniform in amount both for town and country, and that the 
imposition of this tax apon solicitors is contrary to the usage of all other 
professions. 

Mr. Charles Ford will also move :—That the appointment of an additional 
Chancery taxing master has long been urgently called for, and that the 
closing of the Chancery and other taxing offices during the — Vacation 
operates most injuriously to suitors in her Majesty’s courts, and that such 
vacation is the very time when every possible facility should be given to 
solicitors to tax costs. 

Mr. H. Starkey Coldicott will move:—That in view of the increasing 
encroachments on the legitimate business of the profession, and the 
legislative tendency to cut down the charges for strictly legal work, it is 
desirable that the law societies throughout the kingdom should establish 
mortgage and estate agencies to which members may be able to resort, 
instead of, as at present, being compelled to seek the aid of 
brokers, auctioneers, and land agents, in negotiating mortgages, and the 
sale or Pima by private treaty of estates. s 

Mr. Copping will move :—That, in the opinion of this meeting, 
the power to new rules of court, as at present exercised by the 
ju of the Supreme Court a + secret, is opposed to the interests 
of the profession and the public ; and the council of the society is 
hereby requested to take such steps as lie within their power to obtain an 
alteration of the law in this respect on the principle adopted in the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, under which no gen order can be made 
except after consultation with representative members of the professiun, 

Mr. F. D. Askey will move :—(1) That the present ice of —— 
stamp duties to be paid on affidavits of persons ap; for 
letters of administration before any moneys have actually come into the 
hands of such persons, is a mode of collection productive of inconvenience 
and embarrassment to both the parties themselves and their solicitors, 
who are expected to assume an objectionable responsibility, and also 
unnecessary to ent, an object which can be effected by 
means of a stop-order on a particular fund. 

(2) That the extension, without fresh legislation and by means of 
claims coe — +. decided cases of = present — . 
stamp duties on avits persons ap probate, letters o: 
administration to property beyond the jee atiosion of the courts of this 
country, is an im on the part of the authorities at 


proper 
Somerset House, and should, wherever practicable, be 
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(3) That iB aged ney — Be kr ed ont age pores ha 
practice solicitors in and outside o mdon respectively sho 
Prrintiated in amount. 

(4) That the right to audience in all the courts should be extended to 


solicitors. 

(5) That ph should be entitled to be called to the bar at any time 
after their names shall have been removed from the rolls. 

Mr. J. R. Macarthur will move :—(1) That, in the opinion of this. meet- 
ing, the arrangements in the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of 
Justice for the trial of causes are very unsatisfactory, causing great 
— to the suitors, and to both branches of the legal pro- 

on. 

(2) That, in the opinion of this meeting, hire agreements for goods 
-— furniture ought to be made subject to the like restrictions as bills 
of sale. : 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this associa- 
tion was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wed- 
nesday, the 14th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The other 
directors present were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, Samuel Harris 
(Leicester), Edwin Hedger, J. H. Kays, Grinham Keen, Henry Kitson 
(Wolverhampton), R. Pennington, E. W. Williamson, F. T. Woolbert, and 
J.T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £328 was distributed in grants of 
relief, fifty-one new members were admitted to the association, and other 
general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 

On Monday last Mr. Justice Chitty’s recently reported decision in 
Re Barber, Burgess v. Vinnicombe, was discussed. Mr. H. J. H. 
Bull opened the debate by moving that the decision is erroneous and 
should be overruled. He confined himself almost exclusively to the 
second count in the judgment, contending that the professional charges 
of a solicitor for work and labour done could not be considered as a gift 
or benefit within the meaning of the 15th section of the Wills Act, 1834. 
Mr. Elgood, contra, pointed out that the solicitor-executor of a will, 
empowering him to charge for professional services rendered in the 
administration of the estate was thus enabled to acquire business to the 
absolute exclusion of any other solicitor, and thus clearly received such a 
benefit as debarred him from attesting the execution of the will while 
retaining the benefit thereunder. He was followed on the same side by 
Mr. Moeran, Mr. Yates, Mr. Rawlinson, and others, while Mr. W. J. 
Bull and Mr. Edmonds supported the opener. Mr. Bull’s motion was 
ultimately negatived by two votes. 








OBITUARY. 


MR, THOMAS ALLEN HICKLEY. 


Mr. Thomas Allen Hickley, solicitor (of the firm of Clowes, Hickley, & 
Steward), of 10, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, died on the 21st ult., from 
congestion of the lungs. Mr. Hickley was admitted a solicitor in 1852, and 
at first carried on business in partnership with Mr. John Ellis Clowes and 
Mr. Ellis Clowes, the then survivors of the old-established firm of Clowes, 
Orme, & Wedlake. Subsequently Mr. Hickley was joined by Mr. J. C. T. 
Steward, with whom he was in partnership at the time of his death. Mr. 
Hickley leaves several children. 





MR. GEORGE JAMES PHILIP SMITH. 


. George James Philip Smith, one of the masters of the Supreme 
of Jadicature, died at his residence, 55, Gloucester-place, Hyde- 
on the Ist inst., in his cighty-first year. Mr. Smith was the third 
of Mr. Joseph Smith, of Shortgrove Hall, Essex, and was born in 

He was educated at St. John’s College, Cambridge, where he 

in the third class of the Classical Tripos in 1826. He was 
to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1830, and he 
practised on the Home Circuit. Mr. Smith was a well-known 
. In conjunction with the late Mr. William Mawdesley Best, 

eral volumes of Queen’s Bench Reporte, a series which 
ued for several years after the establishment of the Law 
1871 he was appointed by the late Sir Alexander Cockburn 
© s mastership in the Conrt of Queen’s Bench, and, since the passing of 

Supreme Court of Judicature (Officers) Act, 1879, he bad been a 
master of the Su Court. Mr. Smith was married, in 1843, to the 
oungest daughter of the Rev. John Adey Curtis, vicar of Bitton, 
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MR. NELSON MATCHAM, LL.D. 


Mr. N Matcham, barrister, LL.D., died at 24, Mount-street, on 
he Ist inst. Mr, Matcham was the third son of Mr. George Matcham, 


- 





Northamptonshire (Mr. 


rT “ eee 
of Crawley, Sussex, his mother having been a sister of the first Lord 
Nelson, and was born in 1811. He was educated at Trinity Hall, Cam. 
bridge, where he proceeded to the of LL.D. He was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Micha Term, 1838, and he formerly 
practised in the Court of Chancery. Mr. Matcham was unmarried. 


MR. GEORGE MASEFIELD. 


Mr. George Masefield, solicitor, of Ledbury, died on the 23rd ult., at 
the age of seventy-four. Mr. Masefield was born in 1801. He was ad. 
mitted a solicitor in 1834, and he had ever since practised at Ledbury, 
He was a perpetual commissioner for Herefordshire, and he had a large 
private practice. Mr. Masefield had been for nearly fifty years clerk to 
the county magistrates at Ledbury, and he was also steward of the Manor 
of Ledbury. He was, at the time of his death, associated in partnership 
with his two sons, Mr. William Masefield, who was admitted a solicitor in 
1863 and is clerk to the Ledbury Ley Board, and Mr. George 
Edward Masefield, who is clerk to the Ledbury Burial Board and the 
Commissioners of Taxes. Mr. Masefield’s wife died only a few days 
before him. The magistrates for the Ledbury Division have passed a 
resolution expressing their sense of the value of Mr. Masefield’s services 
as clerk to the bench. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Ricwarp Harcraves Greenwoop, solicitor (of the firm of Arnold 
& Greenwood), of Kendal, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of 
Westmorland (Mr: Edward Hugh Wilson) tobe Under-Sheriff of that county 
for the ensuing year. Mr. Greenwood was admitted a solicitor in 1876. 


Mr. Wiii1am Maserrexp, solicitor, of Ledbury, has been appointed 
Clerk to the County Magistrates at that place in succession to his father, 
the late Mr. George Masefield. Mr. W. Masefield is clerk to the Ledbury 
Highway Board. He was admitted a solicitor in 1863, and he is in part- 
nership with his brother, Mr. George Edward Masefield, who is clerk to 
the Ledbury Burial Board and to the Commissioners of Taxes. 


Mr. Wrir1am Wiixis Lvmp, solicitor (of the firm of Lumb & Howson). 
of Whitehaven, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Cumberland 
(Mr. Henry Pearson Banks) to be Under-Sheriff of that country for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Lumb was admitted a solicitorin 1868. He is deputy- 
coroner for the Western Division of Cumberland. 


Mr. Joun ALEXANDER SHEPHARD, Solicitor, of Tredegar, Rhymney, and 
Abertillery, has been appointed Clerk to the Nantyglo and Blainau Local 
Board. Mr. Shephard was admitted a solicitor in 1874. He is clerk to 
the Tredegar Local Board, and +o the Bedwellty Guardians, Assessment 
Committee, and Rural Sanitary sa, ee See aud 
=— (jointly with Mr. Horace Shephard) of the Tredegar County 

urt. 


Mr. Water Sovuruern, solicitor (of the firm of Grundy, Son, & 
Southern), of Manchester and Heywood, has been elected Town Clerk of 
the borough of Burnley. Mr. Southern was admitted a solicitor in 1883. 


Mr. Joun Hvucues, solicitor (of the firm of Miller, Peel, & Hughes), of 
Liverpool, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Lancashire (Sir 
Andrew Walker, Bart.) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Hughes was admitted a solicitor in 1861. He isa 
magistrate for the borough of Liverpool. 


Mr. Ersennz Periereav, Chief Justice of Mauritius, has been appointed 
a Judge of the Supreme Court of the Straits Settlements. Mr. Justice 
Pellereau is the eldest son of Mr. Etienne Pellereau. He was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple, in Trinity Term, 1860. He was Procureur and 
Advocate-General for Mauritius from 1881 till 1883, when he was appointed 
Chief Justice of that colony. 


Mr. Joun Tuomas Tween, solicitor (of the firm of Tweed, Stephen, & 
Dushper), of Lincoln and Skegness, has been appointed by the High 
Sheriff of Lincolnshire (Mr. Richard George Ellison) to be Under-Sheriff 
of that county for the enauing year. Mr. Tweed is town clerk of the 
city of Lincoln. He was admitted a solicitor in 1845. 


Mr. Epwarp Starrvorp Howarp, barrister, M.P., who has been ap- 
—_ Under-Secretary of State for India, is the second son of Mr. 

enry Howard, of Greystoke Castle, Cumberland, and was born in 1851. 
He was educated at Harrow aud at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated in the third class of the classical tripos in 1873. He was called 
to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1875. Mr. Howard is 4 
magistrate and deputy-lieutenant for Gloucestershire. He was M.P. for 
East Cumberland in the Liberal interest from 1876 till the last General 
— when he was returned for the Thornbury Divigion of Gloucester- 
shire. 


Mr. Watrer Joun Senior, barrister, has been appointed Assistant 
Private Secretary to the President of the Local Government Board. Mr. 
Senior is the only son of Mr. Nassau John Senior, barrister, and was 
born in 1851. He was educated at University ae 4 Oxford, where he 
agg second class in Jurisprudence in 1872. He was called to the 
ar 


at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1875, and he practises in the 
Chancery Division. 


Mr. Faxpentck Wiitovonny, solicitor (of the firm of Burton & 
Willoughby), of Deer, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of 
homas William Thornton) to he Under-Sheriff 
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of that county for ithe ensuing year. Mr. Willoughby is an M.A. of 
Christ Church, Oxford. He was admitted a solicitor in 1884, and he isin 
partnershi with Mr. Edward Charles Burton, town clerk ‘of Daventry, 
and Mr. William Willoughby, registrar of the Daventry County Court. 


Mr. Garnsrorp Bruce, Q.C., Solicitor-General for the County Palatine 
of Durham, has been appointed Attorney-General for the County Palatine 
of Durham, in succession to the late Mr. John Bridge inall, Q.C. 
Mr. Bruce is the eldest son of Dr. John Collingwood Bruce, of N ewcastle- 
upon-Tyne. He was educated at the University of F mond and he was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1859. Mr. Bruce 
is a member of the North-Eastern Circuit. He became a Queen's Counsel 
in 1883, and he has been recorder of the borough of Bradford since 1877, 
and Solicitor-General for the County Palatine of Durham since 1878. 


Mr. Cuartes Datrympxe, barrister, who has been elected M.P. for the 
borough of Ipswich in the Conservative interest, is the second son of Sir 
Charles Dalrymple Fergusson, Bart. He was born in 1839, and in 1849 
he assumed the surname of Dalrymple by Royal license. He waa educated 
at Harrow and at Trinity College, "Cambridge, where he graduated in the 
third class of the classical tripos in 1862. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1865, and he formerly practised on 
the Northern Circuit. Mr. D ple was M.P. for Buteshire in the 
Conservative interest from 1868 till the late General Election, and he was 
a Lord of the Treasury from June, 1885, till January, 1886. He isa 
magistrate for Ayrshire and Midlothian. 

Mr. M. C. Preston, solicitor, of Lyme Regis, Dorset, has been a 
pointed Clerk to the Lyme Regis Improvement Commissioners, who 
constitute the urban sanitary authority of that place. Mr. Preston was 
admitted a sclicitor in 1877. 


DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 
Joun Ricuarps Ricnwarps and Tuomas Davres, solicitors, Swansea 


(Richards & Davies). March 31. The said John Richards Richards will 


for the future carry on the practice on his own account. 
[ Gazette, April 9. 


Gzorcr Joun VanpERPuUMP and Pavt Epwarr Vanperrvump, solicitors, 
13, Gray’s-inn-square. Dec, 31. [ Gazette, April 13. 








The Montreal Legal News says that :—‘‘Some difficulty was experienced 
at the Regina trials in making the Indian prisoners urfderstand the 1 
termsin which their offences were set forth. For instance, no term could 
be found to convey to the untutored mind the idea of the Queen’s crown, 
which he was charged with conspiring against. This was explained to 
ne Arrow as being ‘the Great Mother’s big war bonnet with feathers in 
i ’ 


There will be no sittings in court during the Easter Vacation. Mr. 
Justice Mathew and Mr. Justice A. L. Smith will be the vacation judges, 
the former acting in that capacity from the 22nd to the 28th inst., both 
days inclusive, and the latter during the remainder of the vacation. Mr. 
Justice Mathew will attend at J udges’ Chambers on Wednesday, the 28th 
inst. 


The following dates have been fixed by the judges for holding the 
ensuing Spring Assizes, viz. :—Oxford Circuit (Mr. Justice Stephen)— 
Reading, Tuesday, May 4; Stafford, Saturday, May 8; Worcester, 
Monday, May17. Midland Circuit (Mr. Justice {athew)—Northampton, 
Wednesday, May 5; Lincoln, Tuesday, May 11; Derby, Saturday, May 
15; Warwick, Friday, May 21. Western Circuit (Mr. Baron Po lock)— 
Winchester (for Hants, Wilts, and Dorset), Tuesday, May 4; Exeter 
(for Exeter, Devon, and Cornwall), Thursday, May 13; and Taunton 
(for Somerset and Bristol), Thursday, May 20. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
APPEAL Gouse APPEAL CouRnT Mr. Justice 
No. No. 2. V. C. Bacon. Kay. 


Date. 
Mon., Apr. » Mr. Wari, Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal Mr. Koe 
Tuesday . , Pemberton Jackson Leach lowes 
en SH Clowes Carrington Beal oe 
CS 3 Koe Jackson Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Crirry. NortH, PEARSON, 
Monday, Apr......+ eeioess 19 Mr, Puss Mr. King Mr. Pemberton 
Weanox ot Pagle Kine Pom berto! 
em mn 
Lavie Farrer Ward 





the 28rd day of April, and 


The Easter “Vacation will commence on Fri 
oth days inclusive, 


terminate on Tuesday, the 27th day of April, 1886, 








b FEx, Tye ry survey for s La by arrangemant th and report on a London dwelling. 
ry un cs) eo Sanitary Engineering and Ven 
a tion ‘Company, 116, Westminster. Prospectus free.—({ApDvT. 


COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 
Jornt STock Comrramins. 
Broo R Co LEMETED. itty 7. mad fixed oa Montag, April 19 
ROOKFIELD RUBBER COMPANY, % 
at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
Girona SULPHUR Company, LiuITED.—Chitty, J. ted Saturday, April 17 at 
oh ob bis chonsbeon, tor the eupebeaanans Se on cthoiel Tived dator aii 


LONDON AND CoUNTY INVESTMENT CORPORATION, Lrarren.—Ghitty, J + has, by 
on opaer a dated shang iiarcpairan pay ~ = “st, to to be 


official liquida’ 
NEaTH HARBOUR tan Gane, : J., io hee, 


AND ROLLING 
an order fated Marek a0 omen A ey yh 
ome [Gasette, April 13.) 
County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
UNLDIMITED IN ———. 
My) Reenas Meee Bed ice th caoekeed Maas eae Lene 
V an 0} e enry Heap 
‘a d, A to be joint official liquidators. 
Creditors are required, on or before May 1 at, So cans Sy zr 
and the Tt Loan 8, to the above. Frid , May 21 at 


12, is inted f the dabts and « 
2, is appo’ ese upon 13.) 
 Socretres D1ss0! 


Mount Maria ys tcoms, Pa a dent United Order of ¢ Mechanics, Horseshoe Inn, 
Standish, Lancaster. Apu 6 


(Gasette, April 9.] 


Paavrivvy oy Gwanuayeame Lovee, Hand Inn, Gwernedielé, Fuss. April 8 
RITY LIFE ASSURANCE AND SICK BENEFIT SocrsTy, 30, Wellington st, 
Strand, April 7 


Rae o Femmes Geert, Masta Aue ie, Myh ot, Migeam, 
Flint. April 7 
(Gazette, April 13.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 R 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
aon oa Cavendish sq, Milliner. Mayi. Underwoodand 


Cc J Chester, Gen ril 24. Crofton and Cave Manchester 
CovLis, ELEANOR, Porthleven, Cornwall. Spek 0, _ Teqvens Treven = 
ay ES Hotmes, Grange park, Ealing, Goldsmith. May 15. sail: 
oun 7 LLTAM comm, South Hayling, Southampton, Artist. April 20. 

Cooper, Essex st, Stran: 

Cmte Ae L., - gee Junei. Daubney and Bates, 
Hopeson, ELEANOR, Bath. April 30. Brundrett and Co, King’s Bench walk, 
. 7 , Eiza, Higher Broughton, near Manchester. May 18. Farrar and 
pial, Mapohestes Croydon, Surrey, Lead Merchant. May 1. Saxelby and 
sy ri-y ci -4 West Ayton, York. April19. Shirley and Donner, 
oe HENRY STRANGWAYS, Torquay, Physician, May 1. Hounsell, Furni- 


ieee Somer Winee, Smet April 30. Danger and 


ronttwright, Brito 5. Pn ye ey 


Onatic Gate, Nottingham, 
ia, Je sous BENJAMIN, pr ssesne ti 
Br and Oc. tenes meee 
nate, 12. Brook and 
Et 
ee = + Abel 12. we ~~—., F an 
hs . 
SHEPRERD, | JOHN BULLEN, Rae Worcester, Solicitor. May 25. Har- 


wards — 
STovVIN, Phy ottingham. May 10. ee Sea bre aa 


qaroe, THomas, Fairfield, near Li 


Wann, J sates azix Kingston upon Rul Sing Leak am 
ee ‘Tettenhall, Statford Lamessten, Gans. May 1. naman house 


Building Surveyor. April 10. Thorney- 
Wont, Many, Much Hedbam, Herts May 11, Withall and Co, Gt George st, 


WintiaMs, Manta, Harvist rd, Holloway. May 8. ‘ Digby and Liddle, Cireus pl, 
Weany qeome 


Se ee =. Sage Gas, Sut. May & Digby and 
ee [ March 30.) 
w, SAMUEL, Harborne, Stafford, Gent. May 18. Barlow and Co, Birming- 


Bakr EttEn, Eccleston, Lancaster. May 15. Harrison, Liverpool 
pie 8 PHIA ELIZABETH, Talbot 1a, Bayswater. May 1. Hughes, Gray's 
inn sq 
BLACKBURN, Jaye, te Lowtown, Pudsey. April 30. Cousins 
Y 6. rt Linooln’s inn fields 
) a fost, Hu st, Isleworth. May 


Huddersfi 
on Sou, fron Lincoln, Innkeeper. April 6. Rice and Co =. 


CLARKE, Beet, erent Ml, leet Vicar May 15. Badham and 
Williams, ane A Cn st 
Corp, Jonas, Launceston, wall, Retired Innkeeper. Sept 29. White and Co, 





Bass, Haat, Oxton, Se Genk. t en at isan Lore. 


inns eae at 


peg en 0 re 
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Davies, James, Ealing, Tailor. May 1. Wild and Uo, Ironmonger lane 

Dawson, WiiL1AM, Nottingham, Bag Hosier. June1. Norman, N: i 
HER, JOHN, Preston, Lancaster, Machine Broker. May 1. Clarke, ston 

vies. canes, Mortimer, Berks, Farm Steward. May 1. Beale and Martin. 


iz 
GEDGE. WILLIAY, Brunswick place, Regent’s park, Gent. June 2. Blackford 
and Co, Abchurch lane 
os -< ~ parma Henry, Upper Hamilton ter, Esq. May 26. Fisher, Essex st, 


Happock, Sipney, Leeds, Tobacconist. May 1. Dawson and Chapman, Leeds 

Hottmay, Ewa, Gloucester rd, Seven Sisters’ rd. May 11. Rooke and Sons, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

HOLMES, ALFRED, Eastbourne, Draper. May 20. Pideock, Eastbourne 

co =* pia FURNESS, Sheffield, Civil Engineer. May 8. Wake and Sons, 


HovuGuHrToN, VAUGHTON WILLIAM, Birmingham, Chartered Accountant. May 13. 
Barlow and Co, Birmingham 
Hunter, JosEPH, Barrow in Furness. April 30. Garencieres Pearson, Barrow 
in Furness 
7m. ELIZABETH, Warwick gdns, Kensington. May 12. Johns, Warwick gdns, 
en: 


Kirk, W Kitvixetos, Stockton on Tees, Durham, Gent. April 30. 
Fawcett and Faber, Stockton on Tees 

, HENRY, W: m Mortimer, Essex, Gent. May 1. Crowdy and Co, 

Serjeants’ inn. Fleet st 

LorbY, JAMES VAUGHAN, Rock Ferry, Chester, Gent. May 1. Rowe and Co, 


ig sn 

Lam, s, Netherton, nr Heywood, Lancaster, Chemist. June1. Stott and 
‘0. le 5 

MaclIvsr, CHARLES, Calderstones, Allerton, nr Liverpool, Merchant. June 1. 
Hill and Co, qazecpos! 

Matson, Hannan, Godmanchester, Huntingdon. May 10. Hunnybun and Sons, 


MaYHEWw, Emiry JANE, Rochester, Kent, Poulterer. April 20. Hayward and 
Smith. Rochester” ; re . 
ESMAEKERS, GUSTAVE EcmpE, London Wall, Paper Manufacturer. May 8. 
Wetherfield and Son, Gresham bldgs, Guildhall - sad . 

MILLS, JANE, Goswell rd. May 10. Robinson and Son, Charterhouse sq 

t—, JOSEPH, Handsworth, Stafford, Photographer. May 31. Phillips, Bir- 

OGILVIE, ALEXANDER, Leiston, Saxmundham, Suffolk, Contractor. May 7. 
Lawrence and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

OsBoRN. THomas, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Gent. May 13. Barlow and Co, 
Birmingham 

PTACEK, Francis. Leicester, Professor of Music. May 31. Harvey, Leicester 

aoe. JOHN, Mottram, Longdendale, Chester, Gent. April 30. Ashington, 

effie! 

Roe, JosEPH, Tanworth, Warwick, Farmer. May1. Beale and Co, Birmingham 

SuHipton, LETITIA, Forest Gate, Essex. April 13. Edwards, St Helen’s pl 

SHUKER. WILLIAM THomas, Calveley, nr Tarporley, Chester, Beerhouse Keeper. 
April 30. Yearsley. Warrington m tiple . 

oo eg Fulford, York. April 13. Henry Rogerson, St Paul’s 

Travis, ven, Radbourne, Derby, Farmer. April 23. Harvey Whiston, Derby 


WAVENEY, Lord, the Right Hon RobERT ALEXANDER SHAFTO, Audley gq. | 


Nicholl and Co, Howard st, Strand 
West, ALFRED, Lindsell, Essex. Miller. May 11. Stock and Slater, Walbrook 
WHEELER. JaMEs, Poultry, Hosier. May1. Wild and Co, Ironmonger lane 
WHELAN, James, Sheffield, Woollen Draper. May 8. Wake and Sons, Sheffield 
WHITFIELD. SAMUEL BENJAMIN, Birmingham, Manufacturer. May 13. Barlow 
and Co, Birmingham 
Wrt1aMs, WILLIAM. Fulham rd. May 3. Neely. Old Jewrv 
Wittuorr. Henry. Cheltenham, Esq. May 31. Honey, Aldermanbury 
WoopnovsE, WILLIAM. Preston on Stour, Gloucester, Coachman. April 30. 
Slatter and Co, Stratford upon Avon 
[Gazette, April 2.) 


Ave, JOHN FRANKLIN. Henley upon Thames, Tobacconist. May 1. Cocper | 


Son, Henley upon Thames 
BIGNELL, SUSANNAH, Banbury, Oxford. May 1. Fortescue and Sons, Banbury 


—. Rosina, Whitehorse street, Stepney. May 4. Hallam, South square. | 


~ 

CAMBRIDGE, JOHN UNDERWOOD, Hart s am, ist. May 1. 
a I eet 0 lepool, Durham, Chemist. May1. Todd 

Coox, Mary, Willingham, Lincoln. May 1. Hitchcock, Longley Villa, 

a pee JaMES BrinGe. Axminster, Devon, Barrister at Law. May 5. Rash- 


Thorburn sq 
Smart, Lincoln’s inn fields 
yy Joun THomas, Elm Park ter, Fulham road, Gent. May 10. Sharp and 


ly ton 
Frost, Mary, Kew Cross, Kent. May1. Spyer and Son. New Broad st 
Heuere, SHitston CatmMaby, Leawood, Bridestowe, Devon, Esq. May 15. 


Howes, WILLIAM, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. April 26. Meade-King and 
Heaiow, JAMES, West Pennar, Pwilcrochan, Pembroke, Farmer. May 5. Lock, 
Kiso, Jou LANCHESTER, Thorpe Abbotts. Norfolk, Farmer. June1. Garrod, 
a Martua, Prestwich, Lancaster. May 14. Makinson and Co., Man- 
MELLIsG, JonN, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Yeoman. April 30. Orofton and 


Craven, Manc 
Mitye, Guartxs, Brixton hill. May 10. Gt Winchester st 
NIcoLt, , The Hyde, Edgware rd. y 15. Young and Co, Essex st, 
Otrver, WILLiAM, North Shields. May31. Adamson, North Shields 
PARKER, ANN. Leeds. May 15. Clarke and Son. Leeds 
PARKER, WILLIAM, Leeds, Whitesmith. May 15. Clarke and Son, Leeds 
Partz, Orro, Trafalgar «;. Fulham rd, Mechanical Draughtsman. May 10. 
and Langdon, West st, Finsbury circus 
Rorneson, ARTHUR Epwarp. Rockingham st, Newington causeway, Builder. 
May 17. Vandercomb and Co, Bush 
SEARAN oo 02, Bristol, Surgeon. May 3. Burges, Bristol 
Sassen. Ewe ARD, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. June 4. Richards, 
Stscey. Rag me Bostic, Lancaster, Bookkeeper. April %. Frodsham and 
Wu11aMson, Mary Axx, Upper Bedford pl. May 10. Hart, Gt Winchester st 
' Gazette, April 6.} 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


A 21. . EDwis Fox & Bovsrixxy, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. N 
ek ee ee bs Pee 9.0 Raw Rone 


(see 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 





BIRTHS. 
LANnD.—April 2, at Moorfield Ville, Savile-park, Halifax, the wife of Wm. H, 
Land, solicitor, of a daughter. : 
RIMINGTON.—April 11, at 42, Kensington-park-road, W., the wife of George A, 
Rimington, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
Taytor.—April 13, at 15, Marlborough-road, Gunnersbury, W., the wife of 
Frederick Taylor, solicitor. of a son. fs 
.—April 10, at 41, Grosvenor-road, Westminster, the wife of Edwarg 
Turner, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGE. : 
STorrE—MITCcHELL.—April 8, at St. Stephen’s Church, South Kensington, Archi. 
bald J. W. Storie, solicitor in the Supreme Courts of Scotland, Aberdeen, to 
Margaret Beatrice, daughter of the late Andrew Mitchell, Foveran House, 
Aberdeenshire, N.B, 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Frmay, April 9, 1886. ‘ 
Childs, Joseph Linnington, Portsmouth, Chemist. April 7 
TUESDAY, April 13, 1886. 
Winterbottom, George, and William Thomas Marsh, Barnsley, York, Wire 
Drawers. April 8 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1833. 
Frmay, April 9, 1886. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Beahan, James. and Eliza Beahau, Manchester, Upholsterers. Manchester. Pet 
Apr7. Ord Apr7. Exam Apr 19 at 12.30 a 
Beunnell, Angelo Jethro Archibald, Sydenham, Provision Dealer. Greenwich, 
Pet Apr5. Ord Apr5. Exam May7at1 ; 
Blow, James, Sumner pl. Sumner rd, Peckham, Publican. High Court. Pet Feb 
4, Ord Apr6. Exam May 19 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Brown, John, Bourne Valley, Dorset, Tranter. Poole. Pet Apr6é. Ord Apr 6, 
Exam May 12 at 12 at Townhall, Poole 
Campbell, John McGregor, Glengall rd, Old_Kent rd, Coal Merchant. High 
Court. Pet Mar 19. Ord Apr 6. Exam May 19 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 
Carton, John, Accrington, Lancashire, Clothier. Blackburn. PetApr5. Ord 
Apr5. Exam April 21 at 11.30 
Clark, Joseph Richard, Wandsworth rd, Corn Chandler. High Court. Pet Apr 
7. Ord Apr7. Exam May 19 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Coupe. Thomas, Stourport, Worcestershire, Tailor. Kidderminster. Pet Mar31. 
Ord Mar 31. Exam Apr 21 at 3 at Townhall, Kidderminster 
Crofton, Arthur Mark, late Union Club, Trafalgar sq, Gent. High Court. Pet 
Mar 3. Ord Apr6. Exam May 19 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 





| 


Crowdace, George Leonard, Hartlepool, Engineer. Sunderland. Pet Apr 5. 
Ord Apr5. Exam Apr 15 
Cudd, William, Hollydale rd, Nunhead, Baker. High Court. Pet Mari7. Ord 
Apr 6. Exam May 19 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Davies, Francis Arthur, Merthyr Tydfil, Chemist. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Apr 6, 
Apr6. Exam Apr 28 
Dixon, Thomas John, Arboretum, Worcester, Builder. Worcester. Pet Apré. 
Apr6. Exam Apr 21 at 11.30 
Elgie. Hannah Margaret, Stockton on Tees, Wine Dealer. Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough. Pet Apr5. Ord Apr5. Exam Apr 16 
Ellis, Thomas Hall, Bristol. Painter. Bristol. Pet Apr5. OrdApr5. Exam 
May 7 at 12 at Guildhall, Bristol i 
| Evans, Nathaniel Jchn, and Donald Roderick Macleod. Kennington rd, School 
| Proprietors. High Court. Pet Apr7. Ord Apr7. Exani May 21 at 12at %, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Fisk. William, Gorleston, Suffolk, no occupation. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Apr 65. 
| Ord Apr 5. Exam May 10 at 11 at Townhall, Gt Yarmouth 
| Forder, derick, Gt Yarmouth, Cabinet Maker. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Apr 7. 
Ord Apr7. Exam May 10 at 11 at To , Gt Yarmouth 
re a Dover, Coal Merchant. Canterbury. Pet Apr5. Ord Apr 
5. Exam Apr 1 
Gardner, Thomas Rosser, Penarth, Glamorganshire, Grocer, Cardiff. Pet Apr 
5. Ord Apr5. Exam Apr 15 at 2 
Gilchrist, Hugh Cultra, Atlantic rd, Brixton, Ironmonger. High Court. Pet 
Mar 11. d Apr7. Exam May 21 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Gilman, Alfred, Lennox rd, Finsbury Park, Builder. ie Court. Pet Apr 7. 
Ord Apr7. Exam May 21 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Goodwin, e Jabez, Manchester, Aerated Water Manufacturer. Salford. 
Pet Mar 27. Ord Apr7. Exam Apr 21 at 11 
Hamel, Leopold, Basinghall st, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet Dec 24. 
Ord Apr7. Exam 21 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hartley, Seaetey, Cold ‘bour lane, Camberwell, Stock Broker. High Court. 
Pet Mar 18. dApr7. Exam May 21 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Harwood, Thomas, West Bromwich, out of business. Oldbury. Pet Apr5. Ord 
Apr6. Exam May 10 
Hayward, William, Birmingham, Hat Manufacturer. Birmingham. Pet Apr 1. 
Ord Apr7. Exam May 3 at 2 
Heywood, Joseph, Moore, Cheshire, Wheelwright. Warrington. Pet Apr 6. Ord 
Apr6. Exam May 6 at 12 
Honeywood, Charles, Cambridge, Riding Master. Cambridge. Pet Apr5. Ord 
Apr 5. Exam Apr 21 at 2 
Howe, Joseph Mason. Bowness, Westmorland, Chemist. Kendal. Pet Apr 5. 
Ord Apr 6. Exam May 1 at 2, at Courthouse, Townhall, Kendal 
Hughes, Arthur, Aylesbury, Bucks, Harness Maker. Aylesbury. Pet Apr 3. 
Ord Apr 3. Exam May 12 at 11.30, at County hall, Aylesbury 
Hughes, John, Tonypandy, Rhondda Valley, Glam., Bootmaker. Pontypridd. 
Pet Apr6. Ord Apr 6, Exam May 4 at 2 
Jones, James, Bi ngham, Brewer. Birmingham. Pet Apr 7. Ord Apr 7. 
Exam May 4 at 2 
King, Walter, Cochrane st, St John’s Wood, Coach Builder. Yigh Court. Ord 
Apr5. Ord Apr5. Exam May 13 at 12, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Nrgington, Edmund Cox, Dudley, Worcestershire, Pork Butcher. Dudley. Pet 
Mar 15. Ord Apri. Exam Apr 19 at 11 
Owston, James, Brompton, Yorks, Grocer. Scarborough. Pet Apr 6. Ord Apr 6. 
Exam May 7 at 3 
Phelan, Michael, Newport, Mon., Aerated Water Manufacturer. Newport, Mon. 
Pet Apr2. Ord cr ad 2.. Exam Apr 16 at 11 
Pratt, William. Fulfiood, Winchester, out of business. Winchester. Pet Apr 7. 
Ord Apr7, Exam May 12 at 10 
Ramskill, Thomas, Sharleston, nr Pontefract, Farmer, Wakefield. Pet Mar 20. 
Ord Ar 1, Exam Apr 15 
Rodan, William, Wigan, per. Wigan. Pet Apr7. Ord Apr7, Exam Apr 





20 at 11 
Rogers, Alfred, East Dereham, Norfolk, Bootmaker. Norwich. Pet Apr7, Ord 
Apr? Exam Apr 28 at 12, a¢ Shirchall, Norwich Castle . 











. H, 


eA, 


vard 


chi. 
» to 
use, 


t 





April 17, 1886. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 4it 


————_—_ 














Scantlebury, William James Slemen, Landrake, Caen, Butcher. East Stone- 
house. Pet Apr6é. Ord Apré. Exam Apr 30 at 

Simpson, Charles, Birkbeck avenue, Horn lane, hei, Carpenter. Brentford. 
Pet Apr3. Ord Apr3. Exam May 4 at 2 

Simpson, So gy Mery on ‘Tyne.’ Builder. Newcastle onTyne. Pet Mar 24. 


20 

aera Warren, Gestnwich, Builder. Greenwich. Pet Apr 6. Ord Apr 6. 
Exam George Tati 

Bolly, Henry Ernest, Mile End, Forage Merchant. High Court. Pet Apr7. Ord 

Apr7,_Exam May 18 at 11.30, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tanner, Richard Douglas, Andover, Brewer’s Assistant. Salisbury. Pet Apr 3. 
Ord Apr 5. Exam May 7 at 12 

Trevaskis, John, Maindee, nr Newport, Mon, Bootmaker. Newport, Mon. Pet 
Apri. Ord Apr2, Exam Apr 16 at 11 

Unsworth, Thomas, Openshaw, nr Manchester, Machine Maker. Manchester. 
Pet Apr5. Ord Apr5. Exam Mav 6 at2 

Walker, Charles, Leeds, Woollen AS A Leeds. Pet Apr 3. Ord Apr 5. 
Exam May 4 at 11 

a Thomas, Biddulph, Staffordshire, Farmer. Macclesfield. Pet Apr 6. 
Ord Apr 6. Exam Apr 29 at 11 

The following amended notice is substituted ~y that published in the 
London Gazette of Apr 6 

Wills, ‘Thomas, Kendal, Westmorland, Labourer. Kendal. Pet Apr3. Ord Apr 

3. Ord May 1 at 2, at Courthouse, Townhall, Kendal 
RECEIVING ORDERS RESCINDED. 

Barry, William Gaius, Shirehampton, Gloucestershire, Coal Merchant. Bristol. 
Receiv oe Mari. Rescis Apr 2 

Woolno' Joseph, Westbourne grove, Bayswater, Jeweller. High Court. 
Receiv a Jan 22. Rescis Apri 


First MEETINGS. 

Ashby, George Andrew, Luton, Bedfordshire, Builder. Apr 16 at 11. Official Re- 
ceiver, 29, Park st West, Luton, Beds 

Beahan, Eliza (sep estate), Manchester, Umhelativer. Apr 21 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Mancheste 

Beahan, James (sep estate), Manchester, U pholsterer. Apr 21 at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Beahan, James, and Eliza Beahan, Manchester, Upholsterers. Apr 2iat3. Offi- 
cial Receiver, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Carton, John, Accrin gton, nen Clothier. Apr 19 at 3. Commercial Hotel, 


Blackburn rd, Accrin; 
Foccester, Builder. Apr 21 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Dixon, Thomas John, 
Worcester 

Ellis, Thomas Hall, Bristol, Painter. Apr 19 at 12.30. Official Receiver, Bank 
chbrs, Bristol 

Evento, Nicholas, James st, Oxford st, Cab Driver. Apr19at11. Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

gp ee hes, W: » Dover, Coal Merchant. Apr 16 at i0. 32, St George’s st, 


Hayward, "William, Birmingham, Hat Manufacturer. Apr 16 at 2. Official Re- 
ceiver, ae am 
Heywood, Joseph, Moore, Cheshire, Wheelwright. Apr 19 at 10.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, 2, Cairo st, Warrington 

Holt, John Lawrence, Burnbam, Somerset, Plumber. Apr 17 at 2. Queen’s 
Hotel, Burnham, Somersetshire 

Honeywood, Charles, Cambridge, Riding Master. Apr 19 at 12. Official Receiver, 
5, Petty ng Lo me Cambridge 

Hopkinson, William, Sheffield, ie Shear Manufacturer. Apr 19 at 11. Official 
Receiver, Figtree lane, Shefiiel 

Humphreys, Anne, Hoole, nr , a Tin Plate Worker. Aprié6at3. Official 
Receiver, Crypt chbrs, Chester 

James, Joseph, Bristol, lronmonger. Apr 17 at 12.30. Ofticial Receiver, Bank 
chbrs, Bristol 

Nelmes, Thomas, Berkeley, Gloucestershire, Innkeeper. Apr 17 at 3. Official 
Receiver, 15, King st, Gloucester 

Newth, Henry Charles, North pl, West sq, St George’s rd, Southwark. Wood 
Turner. Apr 2iatil1. Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’ s inn fields 

Owston, James, Brompton, Yorks, Grocer. Apr 20 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 74, 
Newborough st, Scarborough 

Phelan, Michael, Maindee, nr Newport, Mon, Aerated Water Manufacturer. 
Apr 16 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 12, Tredegar pl, Newport, Mon 

Ramskill, Thomas, Sharlston, nr Pontefract, Farmer. Apr 16at11. Official Re- 
ceiver, Southgate chbrs, Southgate, Wakefield 
. — James, Batley, Yorks, out of business. Apr 16 at 3. Official Receiver, 

atley 

Rodan, William, Wigan, Draper. Apr 20 at 10.30. County Court, Wigan 

Scantlebury, William James Slemen, Landrake, Cornwall, Butcher, Apr 20 at 11. 
Official Receiver, 18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 

Simpson, Henry, Newcastle on Tyne, Builder. Apr 19 at 11. Official Receiver, 
Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Suffield, Frederick Walter, ote Yorkshire, Toy and Fancy Dealer. Apr 19 at 
11. Official Receiver, St Andrew’s chbrs, 22, Park row, 

Symonds, John Edmund, Beccies, Suffolk, Builder. Apr 19 at 1. Lovewell Blake, 
South Quay, Gt Yarmout 

Tee, Richard Dongins, , ote er, Brewer's Assistant. Apr 19 at 3.30. Official 

eceiver, 

Thorne, William +» “en Penarth, Glamorganshire, Builder. Apr 20 at 12. 
Official Receiver, 3, Crockherbtown, Cardiff 

Toothill, Arthur, Guiseley, Yorks, Paper Maker. Apr 19 at 12. Official Receiver, 
St. Andrew’s chbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Trevaskis, John, Maindee, nr Newport, Mon, Boot Maker. Apr 16 at 12, Offi- 
cial Receiver, 12, Sredeenr 1 pl, Ne Mon 

Unsworth, Thomas, O Opens shaw, nr Man a ol Machine Maker. Apr 16 at 12, 
Official Receiver, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Whitehurst, Thomas, Biddulph, Staffordshire, Farmer. Apr 20 at 11. Official 
Receiver, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 

Wicks, Charles, Elthorne rd, Hornsey Rise, Provision Dealer. Apr 21 at11. 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Yapp, Frederick, and Frank Cartwright Guest Hale, Ludlow, Salop, Tailors. 
Apr 16 at 10.30. J.J. Sudbury, Mill st, Ludlow 

JUDICATIONS. 
at ae Harphill, nr Atherstone, Gentleman. Birmingham. Pet Feb 1. 


Apr 
Barrett, » Mere Oxford, Boot Factor. Oxford. ++ Mar 5. Ord Apr5 
Bell, William, Catchgate, nr Lintz green, Durham, Farmer. New caitle on Tyne. 
Pet Mar 23,” Ord Apr 
Brain, Samuel George, “Mangotsfield, Gloucestershire, Plumber. Bristol. Pet 
Mar 23. Ord Ane ¢ 
Cheshive, George obert, York rd, City rd, China Dealer. High Court. Pet Feb 


Cole, Geor — Stevens, Lianelly, Carmarthenshire, Grocer. Carmarthen. Pet 
Mar 26. Ord Apr7 
Osseo, tpomans, Stourport, Worcestershire, Tailor. Kidderminster. Pet Mar 
rr 
Copwdece, | eenae Leonard, Hartlepool, Engineer. Sunderland. Pet Apr 5. 
re 
Dixon, Thomas John, Worcester, Builder. Worcester, Pet Apr 6. Ord 


Eight, Hannah Margaret, Stockton on Tees, Wine Dealer, Stockton on Tees 
and Middlesbo: rough. Pet Apr 5, Ord Apr 5 
Ellis, Thomas Hall, Bristol, Painter. Bristol. PetApr5. Ord Apr 


Green, on™ Ipswich, Hatter. 





a , Barrow, Derby, Manufacturing Chemist. Derby. Pet Mar 8. Ord 
Bento, Ni Nicholas, James st, Oxford st, Cab Driver. High Court. Pet Mar 4. 
Fawn, A (ocenaed). Cavendish rd, Brondesbury, Stone Agent. High 
Court. Pet Nov 2 Apr 
Gabbitass, Henry John, Oldham, Saddler. Oldham. Pet Mar19. Ord Apré 
— = Al*red, Lennox rd, Finsbury pk, Builder. High Court. Pet Apr 7. 
~ Pet Apri. Ord Apré 


Hards, AB ion homas Obree, Hastings, Grocer. Hastings. 
Harwood, Thomas, West Bromwich, out of business. Oldbury. Pet Apr5. Ord 


Apr7 
itcheock, John, Horley, Oxfordshire, Farmer. Banbury. Pet Mar 8. Ord 
r7 
Howes, William, Fundenhall, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet Mar 20. Ord 
Apr 


Shetnen , Arthur, Aylesbury, Buckinghamshire, Harness Maker. Aylesbury. 
Pet Apr 3. Ord Apr 3 

Hunt, William James, New Inn yd, Shoreditch, Box Manufacturer. High 
Court. Pet Mar9. Ord A) Apr 

Jenkins, Sophia, Aberystwith, Cardiganshire, Milliner. Aberystwith. Pet Mar 
16. Ord Apr 6 

Jd ones William, Cwmbran, Mon, Licensed Victualler. Newport, Mon, Pet Mar 
12 rd Apr7 

com, william, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. Northampton. Pet Mar 13. 

Apr 
Lawrence, Edward, Epping, Essex, Hotel Keeper. Edmonton. Pet Mars. Ord 


Levy, Samuel, Brick lane, Spitalfields, Carman. High Court. Pet Mart5. Ord 


Linkley, Edward Jackson, ——. Nottinghamshire, Licensed Victualler. 
we. Pet Mar10. Ord 
Neve. rae 9 EA John, Burgh St ate PN Srfolk, Builder. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Apr 
2. Ore 
Parfitt, Wiliam, North rd, Caledonian rd, Timber Dealer. High Court. Pet 
Feb 13. Ord Apr 6 
* ment, Frederick, Croydon, out of business. Croydon. Pet Jan 14. Ord 
Riebards, David up Aberystwith, Cardiganshire, Grocer. Aberystwith. 
Pet Mar ié. Ord A 
Riley, John, Woteinghean. Engineer. Nottingham. PetJanti. Ord Apré 
Scantebury, William James ee Landrake, Cornwall, Butcher. East Stone- 
house. Pet et Aor 6. Ord Apr 
a herd, é ee Nottingham, Coal Merchant’s Clerk. Nottingham. Pet 
ar 13. Ord Apr 6 
Stenning, Alfred, Bright n, Builder. Brighton. Pot Max s0. gon tare 
Tagg, James, Oxford . Oxford. Pet Mar 11. age 
em, Charles, "Leeds, Deaer in Fried Fish. ¥. - et Apr 2. Ord 
Apr 
Toothill, Arthur, Guiseley, Yorks, F Paper Maker. Leeds. Pet Apr2. Ord Apr3 
Whistler, Charles, Landridge rd, F Merchant’s Clerk. Court. Pet 
Apri. Ord Apré t 
Wee, Thomas, Biddhieh, Staffordshire, Farmer and Surveyor. Maccles- 
field. Pet Apr6é. Ord Apré 
Verne Thomas, St David, Brecon, Farmer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Apr 2. 
Ord Apr 
Ww ioe. Robert, Glenmore, Venner rd, Sydenham, Merchant. High Court. Pet 
‘eb 20. Orc 
Woodall, Johu, Oldbury, Beerhouse Keeper. Oldbury. Pet Mar 23. Ord Apr 6 
ae, as | oad 1886, 
RECEIVING 
Arundel, Thomas, nr t Hathield, Yorks, aa * Sheffield. Pet Mar 24. Ord 
Aprs. Exam Apr 29 at 11.30 
Awbery, David, oo Z, fooee. Reading. PetApr7. Ord Aprs. Exam May 
13 at 2 at Assize Courts, Reading 
Barlow, John, Manchester, Sand Rock Merchant, Manchester. Pet Mar 22. 
Ord Apr 8. Exam Apr 29 at 12 P 
Blenkhorn. Alexander Charles, Deptford, Grocer. Greenwich. Pet Apr §. 
Ord Apr 8 xam May 7 at t 
Bradford. Sou —4 | stairs, Licensed Victualler. Canterbury. Pet Mar 27. 
Ord Apr 9. Exam M: 
Bralsford, Robert, Walot, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet Mar 22. Ord 
Apri7. Exam May 6 at2 
Burgess. Annie Louisa, Huddersfield, Dressmaker. Huddersfield. Pet Apr 8 
Ord Aprs. Exam May § at 10.30 
ma Clara Lyndhurst, Weston aad Mare, Spinster. Bridgwater. 
Pet Apr Ss. Ord Apr9. Exam Apr 28 at 1l 
— John, Leeds, Tanner. Leeds. Pet Apr 8. Ord Apr 8. Exam May 
4a 
onl. Squire, Bramley, be ry Woollen Waste Dealer. Leeds. Pet Apr 10. 
Ord Apr 10. Exam May 4 at 
Doughty, William George, Aoulton, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Cambridge. Pet Apr 
8. Ord Apr7. Exam Apr 21 at 2 
Dunn, Robert, Kingsland rd, Printer. = Court. Pet Apr 3. Ord Apr 8. 
Exam May 21 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s 
High Court. Pet 


Faed. John Francis, Cariton hill, St. eo, s Wood, Artist. 
Apr 10. Ord Apr ‘10. m2 May 21 at 2 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Fairhead, Thomas James, Walthamstow, Builder. Hizh Court. Pet Mar 1s. 
Ord Apr 10. Exam May 21 at 1 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Fenn, Louisa, Little Wals N Geoce. Norwich. Pet Apr5. Ord 
Apr 10, Exam Apr 28 at 12 at Shirehall, Norwich Castle . 

Fem. a 8 Fen Ditton, Cambridgeshire, Painter. Cambridge. Pet Apr 9. 


oil George Henry, ney, Wakefield, Grocer. Waketield. Pet Apr 6. Ord Apr 8. 
xam } 
Grant, W illkam Charles, Parana terrace, Matnasinls rd, South Norwood, Grocer, 
Croydon. Pet Mar 22. Ord Apr 9. yg ys 
Green, Arthur Stephen, Colenso rd, Clapton, Mi =< Court. Pet Feb 
2%. Ord Apri0. Exam A gly awt oe ine oie's ime tields 
Ord 2 Apr 7. Exam 
~~~ eee Bristol. Pet Apr 9. 


= Pet Apr 7. 
mfldhall, Bristol 
Hales. John, Banburesten, Tew dshire, Farmer. Leicester, Pet Apr 7. Oni 
Apr 8. Exam i Mat 10 


Ham ~y ee West een, Staffordshire, Brewer. Oldbury. Pet Apr 
7. r 8. masta 
Harrison, John, Cas at taped business. Wakefield. Pet Apr tT. Ord Apr 


8. Exam M — 

Harvey, Joseph Henzell, Newcastle on Syne, poten Broker. Newcastle on 

ar 2. Ord Aprs. Exam 

iis bron, Joosoe, Lagcaste 20, Ne — 230 at 8, -p Court. Pet 

r® OrdApr9. Exam 

Her, Weham. Surrey’ Boot Eiacot's on et Surrey. Pet Apr 9. 
Ord Aveo. 5 7 at 4.90 

mien. gee, nr Preston, Grocer. Preston. Pet Apr 10. Ord 
pri0. Exam 

Hoyle, William Arthur, Stainland, nr Halifax, Paper Merchant. Halifax. Pet 
Aor 2. Ord Apr9, Exam May 10 


May 
Gnittin. 1 Nathaniel Dauncey, 
Ord Apr 9. Exam May at a 
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Jeffcoa uddlestone rd, Willesden green, Milliner and Dressmaker’s 
Saree, Buyer, Bick Co Court. Pet Apr 7. Ord Apr9. Exam May 21 at 12 at 34, Lin- 
= Henry Crinus, Toe Guildhall, nr bs 3 Gent. York. Pet Mar26. Ord Apr 


A = 11 at Guil 
pe Jacob ao By Solicitor. Bs Court. Pet Apr 6. 


Ord ane 8. J May 21 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 


Jones, William, Iifracombe, Builder. Barnstaple. Pet Apr 2. Ord Apr 7. 
Exam Apr = at 10.30 at the Bridge Hall, Barnstaple 

Kenning, as, Liverpool. Bootmaker. Liverpool. Pet Apr 8. Ord Apr 8. 
Exam Apr 19 at Liat Court house, Government ldgs. Victoria st, Liverpool 

Kesterton, James, Aldershot. Grocer. Guildford and Godalming. Pet Apr 8. 
Ord Aprs. Exam May 20 at 1 at Townhall, Guildford 

Lake, Thomas, Revesby, Lincol , Farmer and Grazier. Lincoln. Pet Apr 
5. Ord Apr 5. Exam Apr 29 at 2.30° 


Lampard, Joseph, ee, Bootmaker. Birmingham. Pet Apr 8. Ord 
Aprs. Exam May 


Long, William = hg Witney, peteGtte, Auctioneer. Oxford. Pet Apr 7. 
won Apr 7. eg ay 13 at 


HJ. hated , hCourt. Pet Mar23. Ord 
= poor TALS Bat 34, Lincoln's inn felds _ 


McKie, James, Southampton, Tailor. Southampton. Pet Apr 9. Ord Apr 9. 
Exam Apr 29 at 


Miles, Michael, Brighton, Butcher. Brighton. Pet Apr9. Ord Apr9, Exam 
a 13 at 11 


, George Haines, Telegraph st, Stockbroker. High Court. Pet Mar 24. 
Ord. ‘apr9. Exam May 20 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Oddy. J ay mame Veterinary Surgeon. Bradford. PetApr9. Ord Apr 
aay, a ry Surge Pp P 


iy 4 
Oxisde. James, jun, High Wycombe, Bucks, Chairmaker. Aylesbury. Pet Apr 
10. Ord Apri10. Exem May 12 at 11.30 at pan d Ball, Aylesbury 
Park, Joseph, St Helen’s, Lancs, Grocer. LAverpost Pet Apr 8. Ord Aprs. 
Exam age 2 19 at 11 ac Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Guest, B: ea irmingham, Carpenter. Birmingham. Pet Aprs. Ord 
ips, Robert, Bristol, Carriage Broker. Bristol. Pet Apr 8. Ord Apr 8, 
pixam May af 12 at Guildhall Bristol ” - 
Phipps, Ba 18. _ iH Pavick, Cambridge, Gent. Gloucester. Pet Apr 10. 
Pistorius, 
Bram Sia | pk, Hornsey rd, Insurance Broker. High 
ee Pet Aor’. Ord Apr 10. Exam May 20 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’sinn fields 


Pocock. Charlies G. C., out of England, Gent. High Court. Pet Mar 4. 
ch Je = May 20 at 12 at 34, Lincoln’ s inn fields 


J ewport, Mon, Licensed Victualler. Newport, Mon. Pet Apri. 
~ A rt Tackle Maker. High Court. Pet A 
ke’ 2 Tac er. 0' et Apr 
8. Ord Apes. exam a 20 at 11.30at se Lincoln’s inn fields - 
e Maker. Leeds. Pet Apr 9. Ord Apr 9. 
Royal, Exam, May 1 Blundell st, alii Builder. High Court. Pet Apr 9. Ord 
Apr9. Exam May 18 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi . 
hens, Thomas, Westb: 


romwich, Beerhouse ae. Oldbw: Pet Apr 6. 
Ord Apré6. Exam May 10 - . 


8: ora Heny, Swansea, Painter. Swansea. Pet Apr 8. Ord Aprs&. 
Taylor. Thomas, fatetend, House Builder. Sunderland. Pet Apr 10. Ord 


pri0. Exam Apr 22 
George. oe Grocer. Wolverhampton. Pet Apr 9. 
Ord A’ a. Exam Ma: 
Vivian, Camborne, Cornwall, Draper. Truro. Pet Apr 8. Ord Apr 9. 
Exam sn 29 at 11.20 
— a a Poteraield, Hants, Butcher. Portsmcuth. Pet Apr 
Winters, Richard Bonath a. nr Conway, Carnarvonshire, Farmer. 
Bangor. viet Apr s. Ord Apr 8. Yexam May 13 a¢ 11 
bw + tery | may ardwick, Man Joiner. Manchester. Pet Apr 


, J T, . 
S| gineer. High 


Charles, E 
Pet June 2. Ord Mar 25. 


First Aa 
Adams, William Michael, Victoria st. Westminster, Agent. Apr 21 at 11. 
ae agg = idgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields : » ‘ 
Barlow, John, Manchester, Sand Rock Merchant. Apr 22 at 12. Official Re- 
ceiver, Geden’s one. Bridge st, Manchester 
Timothy, Fulham, Market Gardener. May 3at12. Bankruptcy bldgs, 


alley, Dorset, Tranter. Apr 20 at 4. London Hotel, 


Bungee, Annie Louisa, Huddersfield, Dressmaker. Apr 22 at 11. Official Re- 
ver. New st, Huddersfield 
eld st, Woollen Warehouseman. May 3at2. 33, Carey st, 


, David, 
le cthelensee die, ond Seusy Viseus Petite Cast, B 
ohn, an enry Vincent s ear lane, South- 
=. Engineers. Apr 20at11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


cipiey. Emma ioe Lyndhurst, Weston super Mare, Spinster. Apr 20 at 2. 


coupe, Thomas, curport. ‘Worcestershire, ailor. Apr 21 at 2.45. 
Thursfield, 12, Swan st, Kidderminster pr 21 a A. Spencer 


ay 1, Durham, Consulting E 
Seige tegochoen te, Petes Bente ne Beene. Age 
es, Francis Arthr, Merthyr Tydfil, . Apr 20 at3. Official Receiver, 
qebty G M § I 
Doug ie eorge, Moulton, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Apr 2% at 2.45. White 
Drummond, John, 5 LN Fenchurch st, Drug Merchant. May 6 at 12. 
Y lacturers’ . May 7 
- — . pe Agen ay 7 at 11. Bankruptcy 
Fenn, Louise, Citic Walsingham, Norfolk, Grocer. Apr % at 1. Official Re- 
lames, Fen Ditton, Cam hire, \- 
ae cae bridges Painter. Apr 2 at 12. Official Re 


Cury, Cambridge 
Wilism. rleston. suff occupa 
eae cre Aen i Norwich ‘olk, no tion. Apr 2% at 12.9%. Official Re- 


Tomes, Penarth, Grocer. Apr 2 at 12. Official Receiver, 3, 


ae ait Grocer. Apr ®# at12. Official Receiver, South- 
yc eal 7 
offre sas, I ©. May7ati2. Bankruptcy bldgs Portugal 


ora See Sag Mendore pes Aerated Water Manufacturer. Apr 21 at 
Kecetver, 


Hatter. A 7 ot 18. Ban bldgs, Portugal st 
Dauncey, Bristol, Manufacturer. pr 2 st 1. 
Bank chmbrs, A 
Hales, Joka, EAithweston, Kutlandshire, Yarmer. Apr 22 at 12.0, 2, Friar 


—— 


Harding, Edward, Bridgend, Gemarqunchine, Grocer. Apr2@iatii. Official 
Receiver, 8, Crockherb agenda, 1) 


Thomas oe Hastings, , ie Apr20 at 12. Official Receiver, a9, 


Hards, 
seen’ tae Beckford Vi Gloucestershire, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
oseph, ty) carage, Glou er’ t) 
Apr 29 at 3.30. County Court, Cheltenham 
Harvey, J h Henzell, Newcastle on e, Provision Broker. Apr 22 at 2, 
ver, Pink lane. Newcastle on 
Hazle, Edward, Victoria st, Westminster, ‘Auctioneer. May6ati1. 38, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Howe, J roneoh, We Benen, Bowness, Westmorland, Chemist. Apr 20 at 2.30. Station 

ote 

Hoyle. William Arthur, Stainland, Yorks, Paper Merchant. Apr2iatil. Off- 
cial Receiver, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Hudson, Edward William, Chancery lane, Builder. May10at2. 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hughes, John, Tonypandy , Glamorganshire, Boot Maker. Apr 20at12. Official 
Receiver, Mert! 

James, Charles Thomas Clement. Datchet, Buckinghamshire, Gent. Apr 22 at 
2. Official Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 

Jonas, Jacob Nathaniel, address ay ape Solicitor. Apr20at11. Bankruptcy 
bidgs. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Jones, Henry Crinus, Brockfield, nr Ycrk, Gent. Apr 22 at2. Official Receiver, 


Yor 

Koe, "Frederick Pemberton, and Charles Ithell Bethell, King William st, Tar Lis- 
tillers. Apr 2t at 2. Bankruptcy bidge, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fie ids 

Lyons. Harris, Bradford, Hardware Merchant. Apr2iati1. Official Receiver, 
31, Manor row, Bradf ord 

Marlow, ~ — and Frederick Leslie, Gt Titchfield st, Sanitary Engineers. May 
8 at 11. ruptey bids bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Maxwell, James, Fish Market, Farringdon st, Fish Salesman. May 5 at 
11. ne ng 4 bidgs, Po: 1 st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

+ eres ‘eclaalen failor. Apr 22at11. Official Receiver, East st, 


So: 
Miles, Mi s, Michael, Brighton, Butcher. Apr 2iati2. Official Receiver, 39, Bond st 


Mox William Fike, Lowestoft, out of business. Apr 24 at 12. Official Receiver, 
8, 1g st, Norwich 


Munday, Thomas, Ashton ho a way Ribble, Lancashire, Joiner. Apr 21 at 3, County 
Court,16, Winckiey st, Presto’ 


Negington, Bans Cox, Dudley, Worcestershire, Pork Butcher. Apr 20 at 10.0. 
Offi Receiver, Dudley 
lg Dressmaker. May 5at2. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
e! 
Oddy. Lamy Ly Veterinary Surgeon. Apr 22atii. Official Receiver, 
Philips, Re Robert, ie Detetel, Carriage Broker. Apr 29 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 
Pratt. Wilken , aq out of business. Apr 21 at3. Official Receiver, 74, 
a st, Winchester 
Rainford, Robert, Lytham, Lancashire, Painter. Apr 28at3. County Court, 16, 


Winckley st, Preston 

Rich, Joseph, Newport, Mon, Licensed Victualler. Apr 21 at 12. Official Receiver, 
12, Tredegar p!, Newport, Mon 

Rogers, , East Dereham, Norfolk, Bootmaker. Apr 24 at 11. Official Re- 
ceiver, 8, King st, orwe h 

Skliros, George Eustace, t st, Printer. Apr22at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, a Lincs sion meaty 

Symons illiam % Sane Painter. Apr 22 at 11. Official Receiver, 6, 

tland st, Swansea 

Thompson, George, Wolverhampton, Grocer. Apr 28at4. Official Receiver, St 

Peter's re Mage ge, = 


Tucker, W. 8. Clapham, Gentleman. Apr 20 at 3. Official Receiver, 
109, Victoria ria st, -_ estminster 


Weil, Salomon, Springfield rd, S, Aber rd, St John’s Wood, Gentleman. May 3 at 
12. 33, Caney Lincoln’s 


West, Alfred, —_ Yorks, Coal Master. Apr 21 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 


Whiting, Elizabeth, Kensington Garden: $a, Lodaing house Keeper. May 3 at 11. 
Bankruptcy bldes, a st, Tasocent inn fields 

Williams, ponte! 1, Manchester, Joiner. Apr 22 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 
Opden s chbrs, Bri st, Manchester 

Wi omas, ‘Konda Westmorland, Labourer. Mayiatii. Official Receiver, 
87, Stramongate, Kendal 








ADJUDICATIONS. 


me Benjamin, Liverpool, Master Mariner. Liverpool. Pet Jan 4. 


sig Angelo Jotheo Archibald, Sydenham, Provision Dealer. Greenwich. 
Pet Apr SS 


Ord A 
—. orn, Al aeere Charles, Deptford, Grocer. Greenwich. Pet Aprs. Ord 
Biow, James, Sumner rd, Peckham, Publican. High Court. Pet Feb4. Ord 
pr 
Barer Annie Louisa, Huddersfield, Dressmaker. Huddersfield. Pet Apr. 


8 
a a iS eeph R Richard, Wandsworth rd, Corn Chandler. High Court. Pet Apr 
pr 10 
clarke, ose Adstock, Buckinghamshire, Innkeeper. Banbury. Pet Mar 24. 
ouiear John, Hunslet, Leeds, Tanner. Leeds. Pet ar .. Ord Apr 9 
Creaser, yeaa, York, J . York. Pet ag Feo 
a "Tyne, General Mer- 


Cc Robinson, 4 John Thomas 

"Shahin Newaiatls oi Tyner ‘Poe Marsa” Qed Apes 

Doughty, Willan George, Moulton, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Cambridge. Pet Apr 

rg 

worthy, Fanny Maria, Clevedon, Somerset, Boot Saleswoman. Bristol. Pet 
Mar a sg OFS Ape 9 
= pton Wick, Widow. Kingston, Surrey. Pet Aug 18. Ord 
Fairhurst, Joseph, Liverpool, Restaurateur. Liverpool. Pet Mar 22. Ord 
Finch, Janes, Fen Ditton, Cambridgeshire, Painter, Cambridge. Pet Apr 9%. 
Gill, George Henry. Weketela. ¢ Grocer. Wakefield. Pet ws 6. Ord Apr 8s 
Goodwin, George Jabez, a, _Hanchester, Aerated Man 
Salford. ar 27. a 9 
Grilia, Nethaniel Dauncey, Pistol, Spade Manufacturer. Bristol. Pet Apr 9. 
Hampton, yp West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Retail Brewer. Oldbury. Pet 


7. 10 
Harrison, John, ‘Cantletord of business. Wakefield, Pet Apr7. Ord Apr8 
gney wood, Charles, Cam aS Riding Master. Cambridge. Pet Apr 5. 
sits wan Arthur, Stainland, nr Halifax, Paper Merchant. Halifax. Pet 
Hughes, rhe 9 Jo, Wonypandy, Glamorganshire, Boot Maker. Pontypridd. Pet 





Hasek, Prac Alber, W ow, £2 mi, Chespeide, Stationer. May 10at11. Bank- 


ancy sore 8 bert, Sydenham, Veterinary Surgeon. Greenwich. Pet Mar 





meee ant eee ee a 
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aioe ‘aiaiaiond 
ficial Jones, James, Birmingham, Retail Brewer. Birmingham. Pet Apr 7. Ord ee a Me Daniel, Ardwick, Manchester, Joiner. Manchester. Pet Apr 
r, 89, ge, Walter, —— st, St. John’s wood, Coach Builder. High Court. Pet Eee Thomas, Kendal, Westmorland, Labourer. Kendal. Pet Apr 3. Ord 
Ord 
ders, ae tg Birmingham, Boot Manufacturer. Birmingham. Pet Apr 8. 
rg ———— 
at 2, Lewis, John —.; Penarth, nr Cardiff, Steel Plate Manufacturer. Aberdare. 
Pet Mari. Or r9 
are’ Mary, Laver ool, Spinster. Liverpool. Pet Mar 3. Ord Apr 1 CONTENTS. 
ti r Mil Rakere, Wy ro, Kent, Coffee House Keeper. Canterbury. Pet ‘Mar 24. 
ition Ord A: 
ley, , William, Buckingham palace rd, Merchant. High Court. Pet | UURRENT TOPICS ent yes 395 
eas waar Eumundi and F derick B Muscott, Northampton, Shoe Man TRANUFER © no 396 
tt, uni an rederic ruce ‘uscott, ° p nm. oe u- eee ee seeeeeeece wee | 
y st, a H Court, Pet Feb 27. Ore are Bs Cout ; esi: tnidons Bevinwe ce cceceee sevvseeesees 0 | a 
cial pet Heb 13. Ord Apr s ecgconneiien sfiate ae Tae en CORRESPONDENCE ..--.+¢ socecsecece 400 | Re Higheste Archway Act, 1884, 
: Pratt, vom, Fulfiood, Winchester, out of business. Winchester. Pet Apr 7. by hy WEEE — . Highgate Aschoey 
at Ord A) APPEAL :— | +eeseccces coeeee 
. Thornton v. Thornton ---+..++.+ = om | Re North Molton “Mining Co. 
wa nich, Jomeph, Newport, Mon., Licensed Victualler. Newport, Mon. Pet Apr1 Re Whitley Partners, Cail 5 an | - FRAME teocct cco ceeceetecece G08 
CASE ccc cose seceee -sercess -s0+08 NERUPTCY 
i Richards, a, _— nr Merthyr Tydfil, Bookmaker. Merthyr Tydfil. Re ito Kitt v. Rot — 401 7 Ex Reed nd B 
Sneath, Thomas Dixon, Newark, Nottinghamshire, Chemist. Nottingham. Pet | | Harris v. De Pinna... Reed and Bowen -.... ss sees we aoe 
Jis- Feb 20. Ord Apr ay Charsley eons * fot | 
-, ~~. > Henry eect, Mile End, Forage Merchant. High Court. Pet Apr7. Ord | = hed ~ Se ee ia 4 
oethens. Thomas, West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Beerhouse Keeper. Oldbury.| Hic Court or J pets as an | or 
fay Pet Apré. Ord Apr Gusher v2 v. Dove snisia’y ae, a ween seeccesccceccose ~! 
. 9D Chess Edward, Canterbury, Baker. Canterbury. Pet Mar 5. | Re. a arshfteld,” Mars’ v. es cnanae UBNAL secese-oee — 
a 0: SOCCER ee eee eee SCHR Hee Hee HER OR CRORE 
Re Smeed, deceased ...-------- | LEGAL APPOINTMENTS ...-.5 .--- «. 48 
‘ Unsworth, Thomas, Openshaw, nr Manchester, Machine Maker. Manchester. | Re The Oriental E ik Gor | | Gouue MAGUED acs... a 
Vivian, Mary, Camborne, Cornwall, Dra Truro. Pet Apr 8. Ord Ay r 10 a oy + —— fond oe 403 jumenaanae RamESaOtre sovrene cove = 
st Wakeford. TE ~ ee Liss, nr Petersfield, fants, Butcher. Portsmou et Apr Shep = — Senn bows = | Lonpow Gazmrrms, &0., £0... ..... 410 
er, Walker, Charles, Leeds, Woollen Merchant. Leeds. Pet A pre > | ————— — 
Pal or. — Cwmavon, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pet 1 | os 
, r . 
Williams, William, Redland, Bristol, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Bristol. aa he en Govas hold himself responsible for the return of rejected commu + 
30. Pet Mar 25. Ord Apr 7 
zal 
Sr, SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA EDE AND SON, R 
. e a oe or oe Fisese'Q atte 
2 uaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa o e Finest Quality MAKER 
° with the excess of fat extracted. ROBE Pe 4 g, 
4, The ey ecunes it ** the most nutritious, per- 
. ony ~¥ : le Paes yd dl pee a ong pa or BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, i 
'y Tr, an nyaluabdie for invalids an 
mPrighly commended by the entire Medical Press. To Her Majesty the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the HOWARD'S PATENT. 
r, Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, & 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four Pe Pageeuncen arene Stronger and more durable than any other 
a times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED | ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS: Le Convine Books mad 
with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. tter pying now e. 
. ae THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESSION 





Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatina 4 La VaNILLBis the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 

richer chocolate is prohibited. 
{n tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor. 
H. Scuwairzzz & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C 





T. GEORGE’S HOSPITAL MEDIOAL. 
SCHOOL, Fiyée-verk-cornce, 8.W.—The 8 
roe SION will COMMENCE on Scuet, 

AY 1, 

The Competitions for the William Brown £100 
Exhibition will take place in July. 

The following Ttesace Seholeyships will be offered 
for competition in October. 
1, AScholarship, value £125, forthe sons of medi- 
cal men who have entered the School during the 
current year. 2. Two Scholarships, each of £60, open 
to all Students commencing their studies. T he sub- 

jects for these three Scholarships wiil be Latin 
¥) exch or German, and Elementary Physics, and the 

Examination will be held on Monday, Uct. 5. 

3. A Scholarship, value £90, open to all students 
who have entered the School during the current year, 
and who have passed the Cambridge First M.B. since 
Uctober, 1884. Subtocte—srementaey Biology, rw 
tmy, Physiology, and Practical Chemis’ 
Scholarship, value £75, for students who have Kt 
during the current year, and have passed the Oxford 
First M.B. or the Cambridge Second M.B, Subjects 
—Anatomy and Payee. The Examination fer 
= p Seholntehipe wil be held during the month of 

cto 

The following Exhibitions and Prizes are also open 
to students :—The Wiliam Brown £100 Exhibition, 
the William Brown £40 Exhibition, the remy nd 
Prize in Medicine, value £32, the of Prac tu Phys 
in Surgery, value £32, the Pollock Prize in — 
vlogy, value £18, the Johnson Prize in A 
value £10 10s., the Treasurer’s Prize, hE ‘£10 108., 
General aren op Prizes for x“ second, and third 
jear students of £10 10s, each rodie Prize in 
Sur , the scene Prize in Mhetioti the — 
ons eal, and Sir Charies Clarke's Prize. 

om ital oppointmente, | including the two 
Howe yeiciansh ibs and two House 8) 5, 
ure pS result of competition, and are 
eben tof the Diadente without additional expense of 

u 

Clerkships and Dresserships, and all the minor 
ee are given without extra fees. Several 

d appointments, including that of Obstetric Assis- 

tant, with a salary of £100 and boardand lodging, 

are awarded yearly be ns the recommendation of the 
Medical School Commi’ 

Prospectuses and fallen details may be obtained b 
&pplication to - 

WILLIAM WADHAM, M.D., Dean, 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Pesttrere, Town Clerks, 
- and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
©4, CHANCERY LANR. [OND . 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER. 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON E.C. 


Yaty Copying and Gugrossing. 
Deeds and Writings and copied on the yoy 


with panctealiy an dispatch, at the lowest scale of 
charges. A good Discount allowed on agreed accounts 
LAW PRINTING. 
STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI- 
DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio. 
DEEDS, seal MORTGAGES, &c., ed 
in form for "Registration. 
Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts, 


LITHOGRAPHY. 
ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, 
MINUTES OF DF EVIDENCE, I Li 


PLANS OF ESTATES. SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dis 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Gemgies and Catalogues cont post-free, 








DRAFTS 


Price List UPON APPLICATION. 


WODDERSPOON & CO., 
7, SERLE STREET, axp 1, PORTUGAL STREET 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 








ar AUTEORITY. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883. 
Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice, 








,The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
ati Sr etcigeteha DEBENTURES, 


3 Son i Rw 


i 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registratwa Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREBET, a E.C. (ourner 
cf Serjeante’-inn - 
Annual and other Returns rene and Filed. 


[NTEMPERANCE. —Tower House 
WwW K licensed 








Ho. for the TREATMENT and OURE | 

of IN BeataT™, High Shot House, Twicken- 
ham.—The sole es ment in Middlesex licensed 
under the Act. Le ad secluded. Gentlemen 
mited number taken 


Victoria street, London. 
LoNpon. .—SHIRLEY’S TEMPSRANOE 
HOTEL, 87, Queen’s-square, Bloomsbury, W. 


—Beds, 1s. 6d. to 2s. 6d. ; 
This old-established House is most centrally si 


way-stations and places of amuse- | 
ment, within five minutes’ walk, of thorough- 
fares and lines of ogee, end, ng in a square, 
is very quiet and open, The house is most home-like, 
ond ey hly-eatiatactory testimonials may be had on 
applica 








eT a | . 
situated | 


tual * Act, 1879.— 
the United 
| =e habits of 

Intemperance. 

} stands in its own grounds of 

with every con 





INTEMPERANCE.. 
| JOLMAN | HILL HOUSE RETREAT, 











errata 








SO 
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LAW UNION FIRE & LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY. 








x 


an Sy 


ESTABLISHED IN 





THE YEAR 1854. 


The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Business, 





CHIEF OFFICE—126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





The Funds in hand and Capital subscribed amount to upwards of £1,800,000 Sterling. 


By express provision in the Company’s Deed of Settlement, and by the Conditions of the Policies of the Company, the Capital and Funds of each 
Department are and always have been kept distinct, and under no circumstances can the Capital or Funds of one Department be applied to the payment of 


Losses or Expenses incurred in the other Department. 





Cuainmay: JAMES CUDDON, Esq., of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-law. 
Dervry-Cuamman: C. PEMBERTON, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s Inn Fields. 





Extract from the Report of the Directors for the year ended 30th November, 1885 :— 


In the Fire Department the number of new Insurances effected during the year was 8,214, for an aggregate sum insured of £7,093,065, 
yielding in new Premiums the sum of £11,080 8s. 9d. ‘ : 
In the Life Department during the same period 243 Policies were effected, insuring £277,780, the new Premiums upon which amounted to 
£8,585 11s. 5d., of which £2,685 1s. 1d. was paid away for reassurance. Twenty Proposals for insuring £19,350 were declined, and 67 Proposals 
for insuring £52,187 were uncompleted in the year. : em 2 
Fourteen Life Annuities for £537 5s. 6d. per anuum were granted, the purchase-money for which amounted to £5,790 12s. 8d., and one 
Survivorship Annuity was also granted, at an Annual Premium of £48 93. 2d. Eleven Annuities for £477 4s. 2d. per annum became void by 


death during the year. 


The Claims under Life Policies were below the expectation, and were less than those of the year 1884 by the sum of £3,333 8s. 9d. 
The Fire Losses were much below those of the last preceding year, being about 33 per cent. of the net Premiums received in the year. 
The average rale of Interest realized on the whole of the Assets of the Company was £4 10s. 9d. per cent. (free of Income Tax). 





Liberal Settlement of Losses. Moderate Rates of Premium. Profits divided every five years in the Life Department. 
Life Policies, free from all Conditions and Restrictions, are granted at a slightly increased Premium. 


Policies of Insurance gran 


Claims under Life Policies payable immediately on proof of death and title. : 
Loans are granted on Mortgage of Life Interests, Reversions, Leasehold Houses, &c. Reversions purchased. 
Prospectuses and every information may be obtained from 


—— ——— —_ — — 





Ne ORIENTAL BANK CORPORA- 
L TION (LIMITED). 
Capital—Authorised, £2,000,000; Paid-up, £500,000. 
London : 40, Threadneedle-street. 

BRANCHES and AGENCIES—Edinburgh. Bom- 
bay, Calcutta, Madras, Ceylon, Mauritius, Singapore, 
Hong Kong, Shanghai, Yokohama, Kobe, Nagasaki, 
Melbourne, and Sydney. 

The Bank buys and sells Bills of Exchange, makes 
telegraphic transfers, issues letters of credit and 
circular notes, forwards bills for collection, and 
transacts banking and agency business generally, 

The Directors are receiving applications for 4 per 
cent. Debentures in sums of £10 and upwards, secured 
upon the Freehold bank premises in the City of 
London and elsewhere. 

Creditors of the old Bank can obtain 3 per cent 
debentures for the balance of their claims. 





ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 
Established 1836, 
Lonpos: 1, Moorgate-street, E.C. ApszrpEEN: 1, 
Union-terrace. 
INCOME & FUNDS (1884) :— 
Fire Premiums ..,. eee se £573,000 
Life Premiums .., ooo +» 184,000 
Interest... 


sae” abs cake 4 ae 
Accumulated Funds oo oo «« £2,993,00) 


ACCIDENTS or DAILY LIFE 


INSURED AGAINST BY 


THE BAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY 
(ESTABLISHED 1849), 
64, CORNHILL, LONUON. 


£1,000,000. 
£246,000. 





COMPENSATION PAID ror 112,000 ACCIDENTS, | 


£2,215,000. 
CHAIRMAN—HARVIE M. FARQUHAR, Esa. 


Apply to the Clerks at the Railway Stations, the 
Local Agents, or 


West-end Office :—8, Granp Horet Buripines, W.C.” 
Or at the 
Head Office :—6#4, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 
WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secretary. 


| Credit and Circular Notes issue 


FRANK 


McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


against the contingency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 











‘ue NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT- 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 
“apital £2,000,000, fully subscribed by more than 800 
shareholders. 
£200,000 paid up. Reserve Fund, £5,000. 


The Company’s loans are limited to first-class free- | 


h ld mortgages. The Debenture issue is limited to 

the uncalled capital. 
Home DIREcTors. 

H, J. Bristow, Esq. Sir Wirt1am T. Power, 

W. K. GranaM, Esq. .C.B. 

FALCONER LARKWORTHY, T, P semen Esq., 


Esq. 
ARTHUR M. MITCHISON, 
Sq. 





FORD, K.C.M.G. 
Chairman of Colonial Board— 
The Hon. Sir Frepk. WurraKER, K.C.M.G., M.L.C. 
late Premier of New Zealand. 
The Directors are issuing Terminable Debentures 
bearing interest at 4 per cent. for three years, and 


SALES FOR THE YEAR 1896. 
N ESSRS. DEBENAAM, TEWSON, 
AVE FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 


| that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 


i 
| 


Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 


| Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of Eng- 


Sir Epwarp W. Szar- | 


4) per cent. for five years and upwards. Interest half- | 


yearly by Coupons. 





A. M. MITCHISON, Managing Director. 
Leadenhall-buildings, Leadenhall-st., London, E.C. 
EUROPE, Canin AFRICA, = 
ASIA, AVG Gy AMERICA, 
FIRE - 


‘ LIFEL& MARINE. ‘* 


Capital fully subscribed . £2,500,000 
Total Invested Funds, upwards of £2,000,000 “S ‘mh 
Total net annual Income exceeds 
Carer Orrices: 19 anp 20, Cornnnint, Lonpox, E-C 


ESTABLISHED 18651. 


IRKBEOK BAN K.— 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 

THREE per CENT. INTEREST allowed on 
DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 

TWO per CENT. INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOUNTS celculated on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills or 
Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons’; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, an aa. tters of 


The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particu- 


lars, post-free, on application. 


FRANCIS RAVENSOROFT, Manager, 


£1,200,000 <q , 








land, in the City of London, as follows:— 
Tues., April 20 | Tues., June 29 Tues., Aug 24 
Tues., May 4 Tues , July 6 Tues., Aug 31 
Tues., May 11 Tues., July 13 Tues., Oct 5 
Tues., May18 | Tues., July 20 Tues., Oct 19 
Tues., May 25 Tues., July 27 Tues., Nov9 
Tues., June 1 Tues., Aug 3 Tues., Nov 23 
Tues., June 8 Tues., Aug 10 Tues., Dec 14 
Tues., June 22 Tues., Aug 17 

Auctions can also be held on other days. In any case 
due notice should be given, in order to insure proper 
publicity; the period between such notice and the auc- 
tion must, of course, considerably depend upon the nature 
of the property intended to be sold.—80, Cheapside. 
London. 











ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST ci 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, ut their offices, 80, Cheapside 
£.C., or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.— 
Particulars for insertion should be received not later than 
four days previous to the end cf the preceding month. 
ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
to announce that their Sales by Auction of 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 
&c., are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
and Fridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
and others is particularly called to this ready means 
a oe disposal of Property of deceased and other 
clients, 

in congnagnes of the frequency of their sales 
Messrs. J. & D. are enabled to include large or smail 
quantities at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses. 

Valuations for Probate or nsfer, Terms on ap* 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
1793), 38 and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

Messrs. Johnson & Dymond beg to notify _that 
their Auction Sales Wearing Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the week 
Saturday excepted). 








